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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study was to test empirical sustainability of three major 
positions about the nature of internal linguistic input processing that is associated with 
the enhancement of second language learners' oral proficiency. These three positions are 
what may be called an implicit-only position, an explicit-only position, and a weak 
interface position, respectively. An implicit-only position asserts that input processing for 
oral proficiency is exclusively implicit. An explicit-only position asserts that it is 
exclusively explicit. A weak interface position asserts _that the processing is mainly 
implicit even though explicit processing plays a limited but important role in oral 
proficiency enhancement. These three positions make distinct predictions about the 
relationship between oral proficiency and the use of two kinds of language learning 
strategies (i.e., cognitive strategies and functional-use strategies). An implicit-only 
position predicts that oral proficiency has zero correlation to cognitive strategies while it 
has a positive correlation to functional-use strategies. An explicit-only position predicts 
that oral proficiency has a positive correlation to both cognitive and functional-use 
strategies. A weak interface position predicts that oral proficiency has a slightly positive 
correlation to cognitive strategies while it has a positive correlation to functional-use 
strategies. By using these predictions as research hypotheses, this study tested the 
empirical sustainability of the three positions. The nature of internal linguistic input 
processing that is associated with the enhancement of oral proficiency could best be 
inferred based on a position that would be empirically verified by this hypothesis testing. 
This knowledge is mandatory to identify the internal learning process by which second 
language learners come to acquire oral proficiency. 
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To test the hypotheses, 175 non-native English speaker subjects were selected by 
stratified random sampling from UTK (The University of Tennessee at Knoxville) 
international graduate students who lived in four UTK apartment complexes, and whose 
first language was Chinese, Korean, or Japanese. To measure the subjects' use of the 
above two kinds of strategies, 31 items were selected from the Strategy Inventory for 
Language Leaming, Version for English Speakers Leaming a New Language (Oxford, 
1990). To measure the subjects' English oral proficiency, a 20-item oral proficiency scale 
was created for this study. These two tools comprised a questionnaire together with 
several demographic items. Data were collected by mail survey. As many as 124 subjects 
returned the questionnaire. Four subjects turned out not to belong to the population. The 
return rate was thus 72.5%. 
By factoring the respondents' answers on the 31 strategy items using the principal 
axes method with the Varimax rotation, cognitive strategies and functional-use strategies 
were empirically defined. Cognitive strategies were defined as a combination of two 
strategy categories that emerged from the factor analysis (i.e., structural interest and 
transfer caution). Functional-use strategies were defined as a combination of three 
strategy categories that also emerged from the same analysis (i.e., idiom use, naturalistic 
exposure, and English for fun). The validity and the reliability of the oral proficiency 
scale were checked. Then, multiple R's were computed between oral proficiency and 
each of these five categories. All the three functional-use strategy categories showed a 
medium correlation to oral proficiency (R's between .564 and .622). The two cognitive 
strategy categories showed a small correlation to oral proficiency (R's of .300 and .356). 
lbis result matched the prediction made by a weak interface position. It was concluded 
viii 
that the nature of internal linguistic input processing that was associated with the 
enhancement of the respondents' oral proficiency was mainly implicit. At the same time, 
explicit learning of discrete grammatical items was concluded to play a limited but 
important role in the enhancement of the respondents' English oral proficiency. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Introduction 
The motivation for this study is an interest in factors that relate to the 
enhancement of oral proficiency in second/world language learning. More than 30 years 
have passed since the necessity of the shift from the structural to the communicative 
syllabus in second/world language instruction was first claimed by a group of 
sociolinguists (Hannerz, 1973; Holmes & Bro� 1976; Paulston, 1974; Stratton, 1977). 
Today, second/world language classrooms seem to be geared to the enhancement of 
language learners' oral proficiency. Research into what factors enhance oral proficiency, 
however, does not appear to be comprehensive. From time to time, studies appear which 
deal with factors that could be associated with the enhancement of oral proficiency. Some 
of the factors which have been studied to date are the amount of out-of-class contact with 
a target language (Freed, 1990), daily grading of classroom communicative activities 
(Hahn, Stassen, & Reschke, 1989), error correction by instructors (DeKeyster, 1993), 
musical ability (Brutten, Angelis, & Perkins, 1 985), and video viewing (Cook, Stout, & 
Dahl, 1988). None of these factors have been pursued in depth so that one visible trend 
would emerge in oral proficiency research that investigations could be focused on; nor 
has research on these factors been combined to form a new independent body of literature 
on the nature of oral proficiency in the second/world language acquisition research field. 
In this sense, the process of identifying prominent factors that may enhance oral 
proficiency has just begun. 
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There seem to be many factors that might lead to the enhancement of oral 
proficiency. However, one promising starting point for a productive pursuit of the topic 
may be the focus on learner internal factors, or the factors that relate to the way( s) in 
which a language learner internally processes linguistic input. No matter how adequate 
and well-organized language instruction may seem to be from the teacher's point of view, 
it is the learner after all, and not the teacher, who processes input provided in the 
instruction (Ervin-Tripp, 1973; Krashen, 1976, 1982, and 1995). If a particular input is 
not processed by a majority of learners, that input, and the instruction which provides it 
to the learners, fail to effectively enhance the learner's language proficiency. In this sense, 
illumination on the learner internal input processing seems to be one crucial key to 
answering the fundamental question: What factors enhance oral proficiency? Limiting the 
focus to such a very fundamental component of language learning may also serve to 
create a situation where more researchers will collaborate in the investigation of the 
enhancement of oral proficiency with like minds and perspectives. 
There could be many approaches to the investigation of learner internal input 
processing. This study pays heed to language learning strategies. As was suggested by 
Ervin-Tripp (1973), language learning strategies may be seen to be a reflection of the 
mental operations that are used by the language learner in processing new linguistic input. 
Rubin ( 197 5) emphasized the same nature of language learning strategies when she 
stressed the importance of the study of the learning strategies of good language learners. 
A group of strategies that were seen to have a direct relation with learner internal input 
processing were soon labeled as cognitive language learning strategies to distinguish 
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them from other kinds of language learning strategies. (Oxford, 1990, offers a 
comprehensive classification of language learning strategies.) 
An essential focus in this study is how learner internal input processing can be 
identified in relation to oral proficiency through the investigation of cognitive language 
learning strategies. A straightforward way to accomplish this goal would be to examine 
the relationship between oral proficiency and each-individual cognitive learning strategy. 
An individual cognitive strategy found to have a positive correlation to oral proficiency 
would provide a researcher with a powerful hint to learner internal mental operation that 
would help form oral proficiency. Several studies have already used this method to shed 
light on cognitive strategies' contribution to the enhancement of general language 
proficiency (Bialystok, 1981; Bremner, 1999; Green & Oxford, 1995; Phillips, 1991 ;  
Politzer & McGroarty, 1985). Even though this method (which will be called B-analysis 
hereafter) would provide information on concrete mental operations that relate to the 
enhancement of oral proficiency, it seems unlikely to lead to an understanding of the 
general nature of learner internal input processing that is associated with the enhancement 
of oral proficiency. Since Krashen (I 982, 1995) proposed the implicit nature oflearner 
internal input processing that was associated with the enhancement of general language 
proficiency in second/world language learning, three major positions have been presented 
in terms of learner internal linguistic input processing. These are: the implicit-only 
position represented by Krashen, the explicit-only position represented by O'Malley and 
Chamot (1990), and the weak interface position represented by Ellis (1993). The implicit­
only position argues that implicit input processing exclusively builds language 
proficiency. The explicit-only position claims that linguistic input processing is explicit 
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in nature, denying the meaningfulness of the assumption of implicit input processing in 
language learning. The weak interface position assumes limited collaboration in language 
acquisition between implicit and explicit input processing while maintaining the main 
role in language acquisition lies in implicit processing. B-analysis cannot show a possible 
relationship of oral proficiency with the nature of internal input processing of the kind 
that is asserted in any one of the above three positions. The mere isolated knowledge of 
several concrete mental operations that relate to oral proficiency is not enough, even if 
combined, to help infer the nature of the human mind that underlies such operations. 
Some other way needs to be found for this investigation. 
In the study of language learning strategies, cognitive language learning strategies 
have often been examined in combination with another important group of strategies: 
functional-use (Bialystok, 1981) or active-use (Green & Oxford, 1995) language learning 
strategies. These latter strategies are those which language learners utilize to functionally 
use a target language (TL), that is, to practice a TL in a real communicative setting. The 
strategies utilized to find opportunities to functionally use a TL are also included in 
functional-use strategies. What is noteworthy here, however, is that a distinct prediction 
about the relationship between general language proficiency and each of the two groups 
of language learning strategies can be made based on each of the above three positions on 
the nature of learne� internal input processing. The implicit-only position predicts that 
language proficiency has no correlation to cognitive strategies but has a positive 
correlation to functional-use strategies. The explicit-only position predicts that language 
proficiency has positive correlations to both cognitive and functional-use strategies. The 
weak interface position predicts that language proficiency has a slightly positive 
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correlation to cognitive �trategies and has a positive correlation to functional-use 
strategies. (The review of the literature provided in Chapter II presents the rationale for 
these predictions.) By first investigating this dual relationship in an actual population of 
language learners and then comparing the result with each of the predictions, it will be 
known which of the three positions is robust enough to make an empirically verified 
prediction. The nature of learner internal input processing which is claimed by this 
position would then be more plausibly taken to reflect the reality of input processing by 
which second/world language learners come to acquire language proficiency than the one 
asserted by either of the remaining two positions. This second analysis is called A­
analysis hereafter. (See Chapter II for the explanation.) 
The present study applies A-analysis to the investigation of the nature of learner 
internal input processing in relation to oral proficiency. This application seems to be 
justified because each position above continues to predict the same relationship when oral 
proficiency is in question instead of language proficiency. That is, the implicit-only 
position predicts that oral proficiency has no correlation to cognitive strategies but has a 
positive correlation to functional-use strategies. The explicit-only position predicts that 
oral proficiency has positive correlations to both cognitive and functional-use strategies. 
The weak interface position predicts that oral proficiency has a slightly positive 
correlation to cognitive strategies and a positive correlation to functional-use strategies. 
(The review of the literature in Chapter II presents the ground for this sameness in 
prediction. It also refers to some possible differences worth noting when oral proficiency 
is at issue instead of general language proficiency.) The rationale for this extended 
application of A-analysis to oral proficiency is that it may pave the way to identify the 
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nature of learner internal input processing that would take place in the oral proficiency 
acquisition. The result of A-analysis, combined with the information obtained by B­
analysis about concrete mental operations used · in oral input processing, might open a 
way to draw a comprehensive (albeit preliminary) picture on how learner internal input 
processing could operate to promote second/world language learners' oral proficiency. 
Although the present study thus conducts both A- and B-analyses, its primary 
concern is A-analysis because this analysis lays the basis for an understanding of the 
nature of input processing that is associated with the enhancement of oral proficiency. 
This is also a new research effort in the field. 
Statement of the Problem 
The principal effort of the present study is placed, therefore, on the investigation 
of the problem that follows: What relationship does oral proficiency have to the use of 
cognitive language learning strategies on one hand, and to the use of functional-use 
language learning strategies on the other? 
This problem was first recognized by Bialystok as early as 1981. After Bialystok, 
it was studied by several researchers including Green and Oxford (1995) and Politzer and 
McGroarty (1985). However, the present study might be a pioneer in the investigation of 
the problem in relation to the nature of learner internal input processing. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the present study is to examine what relationship oral proficiency 
has with the use of cognitive language learning strategies on one hand, and with the use 
of functional-use language learning strategies on the other, in a population of 
international students, at a public university in the southeastern United States. Particular 
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information obtained from this examination about the relationship between oral 
proficiency and each of the two groups of language learning strategies will contribute to a 
better understanding of the nature of learner internal input processing that is associated 
with the enhancement of oral proficiency. 
Design of the Study 
Hypotheses 
To accomplish the examination specified in the Purpose of the Study, the present 
study makes two null hypotheses: 
( 1 )  Oral proficiency has zero correlation to the use of cognitive language learning 
strategies. 
(2) Oral proficiency has zero correlation to the use of functional-use language 
learning strategies. 
These null hypotheses are tested against two alternative hypotheses: 
(3) Oral proficiency has a positive correlation to the use of cognitive language 
learning strategies. 
(4) Oral proficiency has a positive correlation to the use of functional-use 
language learning strategies. 
If null hypothesis ( 1 )  is not rejected while null hypothesis (2) is rejected, in such a 
way that alternative hypothesis (4) is sustained, Krashen's implicit-only position will be 
supported. If null hypothesis (2) is not rejected while null hypothesis ( 1)  is rejected, in 
such a way that alternative hypothesis (3) is sustained, the target population may be 
thought to be closer to a population of world language learners in an American university 
than to that of ESL learners. (In 1989, Oxford and Nyikos reported that cognitive 
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strategies were the most favorite strategies and functional-use strategies the least favorite 
in their population of world language learners at an American university. However, the 
perception of high speaking ability significantly correlated to functional-use strategies 
even though the same perception also correlated to cognitive strategies at a near 
significant level.) If both null hypotheses (1) and (2) are rejected in such a way that 
alternative hypotheses (3) and ( 4) are sustained, the strength of the correlation between 
oral proficiency and cognitive language learning strategies needs to be further examined. 
If the correlation is medium to high, O'Malley and Chamots' explicit-only position will 
be supported. If the correlation is slight, Ellis' weak interface position will be supported. 
If neither null hypothesis ( I )  nor (2) is rejected, one important rationale for the study of 
language learning strategies will be challenged insofar as the strategies used by good 
language learners will be seen to be no different than those used by poor learners. (This 
crucial aspect of the language learning strategy studies is explained in the review of the 
literature in Chapter II.) 
Methodology 
To empirically test the research hypotheses presented above, an appropriate 
population first needed to be determined. This study selected as a population the 
international graduate students at The University of Tennessee at 'Knoxville {UTK), 
whose first language (L 1) was Chinese, Korean, or Japanese, and who lived in four UTK 
apartment complexes at the time when data were collected. (See Chapter III for the 
rationale for this population selection.) From this population, 175 subjects were selected 
as the sample for this study by stratified random sampling. 
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To conduct the hypothesis testing, two measurement tools were necessary: A tool 
for measuring the subjects' oral proficiency and a tool for measuring the subjects' use of 
the two groups of language learning strategies (i. e. ,  cognitive language learning strategies 
and functional-use language learning strategies). To conveniently measure the subjects' 
oral proficiency, based on their self-reports, a 20-item oral proficiency scale was created 
for this study. To measure the ·subjects' use of the two groups of language learning 
strategies, 31 strategy items were selected from the Strategy Inventory for Language 
Learning (Oxford, 1990). These two measurement tools were incorporated into a 
questionnaire for collecting data needed for hypothesis testing. Several demographic 
questions were placed on top of the two tools on the questionnaire. Then, the 
questionnaire was sent to 175 subjects by mail. As many as 124 subjects (72.5%) 
answered the questionnaire. (Four subjects turned out not to belong to the population.) 
The oral proficiency scale was newly constructed for this study. Therefore, before 
conducting data analysis for hypothesis testing, the validity of the scale was checked 
based on the De Jong-Glas criterion (1987), the essence of which was the comparison of 
the score di�butions of native and non-native TL speakers. For this purpose, 20 
American graduate students were also asked to answer the questionnaire. The reliability 
of the scale was checked by computing Cronbach' s alpha. 
Three statistical steps were taken for hypothesis testing, or A-analysis. The first 
step was the factor analysis of the 31  strategy items by using the principal axes method 
with the V arimax rotation. This step was taken to define cognitive language learning 
strategies and functional-use language learning strategies, based on the subjects' way of 
answering the questionnaire, and not based on any a priori definition available in 
9 
previous studies. The second step was to factor analyze the same 31  strategies with oral 
proficiency scores added as the 32nd variable. This step was taken to see what strategy 
group(s) empirically defined in the first step oral proficiency scores would load on. The 
group( s) on which oral proficiency scores would load could be seen to have a significant 
relationship with oral proficiency. The result of this analysis provided the first evidence 
of the relationship between oral proficiency and the two groups of language learning 
strategies. The third step was to examine the relationship between oral proficiency and 
,each strategy group that emerged as a result of the first step. This examination was 
conducted by computing multiple R's between oral proficiency scores and each strategy 
group (seen as a linear combination of several strategy items). This step was taken to 
draw the final conclusion about the relationship between oral proficiency and the two 
groups of strategies (i.e., cognitive strategies and functional-use strategies). Based on the 
results obtained in the second and the third steps, A-analysis was conducted to determine 
the nature of internal linguistic input processing that the research subjects operated to 
enhance their oral proficiency. 
After A-analysis, an item-by-item examination of the relationship between oral 
proficiency and each strategy item, or B-analysis, was conducted. This examination was 
made to identify cognitive strategies that the subjects had used to acquire oral proficiency, 
in the framework of the nature of internal input processing that was identified by A­
analysis. Based on this information, concrete mental operations that might work in oral 
proficiency acquisition were inferred. B-analysis was also used to identify how 
functional-use strategies might help to enhance oral proficiency in the same framework. 
10  
Finally, the relationship of demographic variables with oral proficiency on one 
hand, and with language learning strategies on the other, was examined. This 
examination was conducted to identify in a broad context mutual relationships between 
internal and external factors that might have helped to enhance.the research subjects' oral 
proficiency. 
Significance of the Study 
The present study is significant in a few ways. First, the information about which 
of the three positions is empirically supported in relation to oral proficiency will 
contribute to a better understanding of the core feature of language learning that is 
associated with the enhancement of oral proficiency. If Krashen's implicit-only position 
is supported, the input processing that enhances oral proficiency will be assumed to be 
principally implicit. Then, implicit language learning in a real communicative setting will 
be seen to be practically the only way for a learner to acquire his or her oral proficiency. 
On the other hand, explicit language learning, such as that used in school, will be 
trivialized. This, however, will not be taken to mean the denial of language learning in 
school. Rather, it will be taken to mean the recommendation of a reform of the language 
classroom in ways that will make it a place where implicit input processing frequently 
takes place (Krashen, 1982, 1995). 
If O'Malley and Chamot's (1990) explicit-only position is supported, the claim 
that learning is explicit in nature will be reinforced. The� the essence of language 
learning, formal or not, will be seen to lie in the process in which a learner "first 
consciously [grasps] a rule, then [practices] it again and again until it [is] automatic" 
(Krashen, 1995, p. 87). According to Krashen (1982, 1995), this is one ·dominant view of 
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language learning that is shared by a majority of teachers and learners alike. To this 
extent, the research results of the present study may be taken to be a confirmation of the 
way in which language is learned in many schools and homes. 
If Ellis's (1993) weak interface position is supported, the possibility will be 
increased that the input processing which enhances oral proficiency is mainly implicit, 
even though explicit knowledge of discrete grammatical items does contribute to its 
enhancement if one developmental condition is met. This condition is that a learner's 
system of interlanguage is ready for assimilating the item knowledge. (The review of 
literature in Chapter II offers an explanation of this condition.) Then, while the main 
course of language learning will be seen to lie in substantial exposure to a TL in a real 
communicative setting, explicit learning of discrete grammatical items, such as that in 
schools, should play a facilitator role in oral proficiency acquisition. 
Second, A-analysis (if it is proved to be effective in the present study) may be 
applied to the investigation of input processing that is associated with the enhancement of 
other language skills (e.g. , listening comprehension). One important prerequisite for this 
application is that a language skill in investigation needs to be seen as a system of 
implicit procedural knowledge. (The review of literature in Chapter II presents an 
explanation of this knowledge.) As far as this condition continues to be satisfied, each of 
the three positions on input processing will make the same prediction about the 
relationship between the language skill in question and the two groups of strategies, as 
the prediction it makes about the relationship between language proficiency and the same 
two groups of strategies. An advantage of A-analysis as a method for examining input 
processing is that the analysis makes it possible for a researcher to cope with an internal, 
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therefore invisible, mental process through the investigation of language learning-related 
learner behaviors that are made observable by the language learners' self-reports. This 
simple approach may open a way to investigate input processing for those researchers 
who have not been professionally trained for observing usually invisible mental 
phenomena. 
Third, if, as a result of B-analysis, the present study successfully extracts at least 
some of the cognitive language learning strategies that relate to the enhancement of oral 
proficiency, such strategies may be used to help unsuccessful language learners learn a 
TL more effectively. Whether or not language learning strategies are really teachable is 
still an issue (Chamot & Rubin, 1994; Rees-Miller, 1993, 1994). Depending on the 
development of teachability research, then, the knowledge of those cognitive strategies, 
which will be found by this study to relate to oral proficiency enhancement, may be 
taught to unsuccessful learners to a degree that such strategies will indeed help them 
improve their learning of a TL for oral communication. 
Assumptions 
The present study makes the following important assumptions in its investigation. 
First, it is assumed that cognitive language learning strategies reflect the mental 
operations that the language learner uses when he or she internally processes linguistic 
input. 
Second, it is assumed that at least one of the three positions on the nature of 
learner internal input processing, as is seen from the implicit-explicit dimension, explains 
to some degree the real mental process by which a language learner assimilates new 
linguistic input into his or her system of interlanguage. 
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Third, it is assumed that the subjects in the present study are aware of language 
learning strategies that they actually use when they learn English for oral communication. 
Fourth, it is assumed that the subjects in the present study responded to the 
questionnaire honestly, and as they were instructed in the questionnaire. 
Fifth, it is assumed that the subjects in the present study were able to read and 
understand each English statement on the questionnaire. (A translation was provided for 
them. However, they were asked to refer to it only if they thought they were not sure of 
the meaning of an English statement.) 
Sixth, it is assumed that the oral proficiency scale that was constructed for the 
present study measures oral proficiency as is defined in the review of the literature in 
Chapter II. 
Seventh, it is assumed that factors underlying language learning strategies are 
rank ordered from the greatest to the smallest, depending on how much of the total 
variance of the language learning strategies in question each factor explains. 
Eighth, it is assumed that the participants in this study were representative o_f the 
population of the East Asian international students who registered for graduate programs 
at the University of Tennessee at Knoxville at the time when this study was conducted. 
Limitations 
There are several limitations in the present study. 
I .  The construct validity of the oral proficiency scale used for the present study 
has a few limitations. 
First, all conceivable components of oral proficiency were not included in the 
construction of the scale. Pronunciation was deliberately omitted for the reason that it 
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seems next to impossible for a second language learner to objectively self-assess his or 
her own level of native-likeness in English pronunciation. Also, the discourse component 
was removed from the scale. This decision was made because valid discourse items could 
not be successfully sampled. An item on the present oral proficiency scale cannot be 
valid unless native speakers' scores on the item are categorically high, while non-native 
speakers' scores on it are widely spread from low to high (De Jong & Glas, 1987). 
Second, the relative weights placed on the scale's components are anything but 
conclusive. For example, 7 items out of20 were allocated to the sociolinguistic 
component whereas four items were allocated to the accuracy component. Even though 
the decision was made to put more weight on sociolinguistic skills than on grammatical 
skills in the present oral proficiency scale, it is unknown whether or not these specific 
relative weights are in fact appropriate. 
Third, the present oral proficiency scale is a pencil-and-paper test written in 
English. This means that a subject can respond to the scale only if he or she can read 
English. In other words, what this scale measures is oral proficiency of those who have 
English literacy. Conceptually speaking, however, oral proficiency and literacy need to 
be separated because there may be some people who cannot read but whose speaking 
ability is high. The present scale excludes those who speak English but who cannot read 
it. lbis is an obvious conceptual drawback. lbis drawback, however, has no substantial 
effect on the present research, since its population consists of The University of 
Tennessee at Knoxville's (UTK) international graduate students. Their high English 
literacy has been proven by their TOEFL scores (at least 550 for the traditional format or 
213 for the computer-based format). 
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2. The oral proficiency scale also has several limitations to its reliability. 
First, not all items sampled from each component domain can be said to be typical 
for the domain. To the extent to which certain atypical items are contained in the scale, 
the scale fails to measure a subject's true score in each component domain. This 
obviously reduces the level of the reliability of the present scale, since reliability is an 
index of the extent to which a particular instrument measures a subject's true score 
(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). 
Second, the total number of items that constitute the present scale may be too 
small for reliably measuring human mental ability. Many psychological inventories that 
measure a certain human mental trait contain far more than 20 items. The addition of 10  
items or so to the present scale may increase the level of its reliability to some degree. 
(Such an addition would make the present questionnaire a little lengthier. This is the main 
reason that the present study did not include more items.) 
Third, the fact that the scale is based on the respondents' self reports may hamper 
the reliable measurement of their levels of oral proficiency. Two things are often pointed 
out about self reports: subjectivity of self-assessment and deception. As for subjectivity, 
the pilot study did not show any clear evidence that subjectivity distorted self-assessment. 
Deceptive responses can occur in any type of survey, but Burgess, Haney, Snyder, 
Sullivan, and Transue (2000) claim that the inclusion of an item or two that ask for a very 
specific piece of information, such as an exact date of a national election day, may reduce 
the rate of deception occurrence. The present questionnaire has one such item (Item 8 in 
Section I of the questionnaire). 
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Fourth, that there has been no prior opportunity to use it is a limitation of the 
present oral proficiency scale. Cronbach's alpha can be computed for one time usage of 
an instrument, but the reliability information obtained from several actual usages would 
provide a much more credible assessment of an instrument. 
3. Several limitations can also be pointed out with regard to this study's research 
conclusions. 
First, the primary goal of the present study was to have a preliminary 
understanding of the nature of learner internal input processing that is associated with the 
enhancement of oral proficiency. This was attempted by examining which of the three 
main positions on the nature of learner internal processing, can best explain second 
language learners' characteristic ways of using cognitive and functional-use language 
learning strategies. Even though carefully theorized, none of these positions has yet been 
grounded on solid empirical evidence. In this sense, all the positions still remain well­
formulated asswnptions. Insofar as the present study was based on the claims of such 
positions, its findings have a very limited empirical valll:e. 
Second, the present study was formed based on the assurnption that cognitive 
language learning strategies are a reflection of mental operations that function in the 
human mind when a language learner processes linguistic input (Ervin-Tripp, 1973). If 
this assumption is proven to have no empirical ground, conducting the present study may 
yield no meaningful results. 
Third, using factor analysis as the main way of data analysis also raises a problem. 
There are two types of factor analysis : Exploratory analysis and confirmatory analysis 
(Child, 1990; Kline, 1994; Nunnally, 1967). Exploratory analysis was used in the present 
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study. This is an analysis for constructing a hypothesis, and not for confirming a 
hypothesis. Thus, even if factor analysis successfully identifies two groups of language 
learning strategies (cognitive strategies and functional-use strategies), this does not mean 
that there actually are these two groups of strategies. It only suggests that two such 
groups could exist from a theoretical viewpoint. New research for an empirical proof has 
to be conducted in one way or another (Nunnally, 1967). 
Fourth, the sample size of 124 may not be enough for factor analysis. However, 
Kline (1994) states that a sample size of 100 is usually enough. This study follows 
Kline's viewpoint. On the other hand, Guilford (1956) claims that 200 is the minimum 
requirement for factor analysis. Nunnally (1967) argues that the criterion for the sample 
size appropriate for factor analysis is ''ten times as many subjects as variables" (p. 355). 
Following this logic, 310 subjects would be needed for the present study. 
Fifth, the sampling ( or selection) of the items reflecting cognitive language 
learning strategies for the present questionnaire was based on the Strategy Inventory for 
Language Learning (SILL) by Oxford (1990). Even though this inventory is the most 
comprehensive strategy list available (Ellis, 1994b ), the list of cognitive strategies may 
not be exhaustive, even in this inventory. Therefore, the conclusions drawn about the use 
of cognitive strategies by the target population are not definitive. 
Delimitations 
The population of this study was delimited to the UTK international graduate 
students for the reason of accessibility. It was further delimited to the UTK international 
graduate students who lived in one of the four UTK apartment complexes during the data 
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collection period, and whose first language (L 1 )  was �hinese, Kore� or Japanese. There 
are a few reasons for this further delimitation. 
The main reason for the delimitation of the population·based on L l s  was the 
control of cultural factors, as is explained in Chapter III. However, there also was a 
practical reason for this further delimitation. The frame of reference of this study was the 
2003/2004 UTK Student Directory. This directory contains all the students who 
registered for UTK undergraduate or graduate courses at the start of the fall semester in 
2003. There had to be some easy, but reliable, criteria for selecting international students 
from this directory. The method chosen in this study was the selection of international 
students based on their characteristic family names. The researcher memorized typical 
international family names for fast selection. However, it was unpractical to memorize 
family names of all cultural backgrounds from which UTK international students came 
from. Therefore, only the names typical to Chinese, Koreans, and Japanese were used for 
this selection. 
The reason for the further delimitation of the population, based on residence and 
level of education, was again a practical one. Information from the 2003/2004 UTK 
Student Directory is based on student registration records at the start of the fall semester 
in 2003. The projected data collection period of this study was March, 2004. Therefore, 
the list of international students created by the above process needed to be modified 
because students tend to move often in a short period of time. The update of the student 
mailing addresses, based on the registration records at the start of the spring semester in 
2004, was available in the Student Data Resources of the UTK Registrar's Office. 
However, this updated information only contained information of the graduate students 
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whose mailing addresses corresponded to those of the four UTK apartment complexes. 
The eventual population for this study was thus delimited to the UTK international 
graduate students who lived in four UTK apartment complexes iri March, 2004, and 
whose Ll was Chinese, Korean, or Japanese. 
Definitions of Terms 
A-analysis: The main method used in this study for identifying the nature of learner 
internal linguistic input processing that is associated with language/oral proficiency 
enhancement. It was created by the principal investigator for this study. 
B-analysis: An item-by-tern analysis in which the relationship is examined between 
language/oral proficiency and the use of each language learning strategy. This method 
has been used in several language learning strategy studies. 
Cognitive Language Learning Strategies: Language learning strategies which relate to 
the mental operations that a language learner uses when he or she tries to process 
linguistic input to make it a new piece of knowledge in his or her interlanguage. 
Communicative Competence: Synonymous with oral proficiency. To refer to the same 
human oral communicative ability, the U.S. Government/Educational Testing Service 
(ETS)-based scholars use the term oral proficiency while a group of sociolinguists use 
communicative competence (Hymes, 1972, 1974; Savignon, 1985). 
Declarative Knowledge: Knowledge about a person, a thing, or an event that is 
expressed in a single proposition (O'Malley & Chamot, 1990). 
Explicit Declarative Knowledge: Knowledge is called explicit declarative knowledge if 
it is factual knowledge that can be expressed in a single proposition, and if a person is 
aware of it and can verbalize it in one way or another. 
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Explicit Input Processing: Input processing of which the language learner is aware. 
Explicit-Only Position: Synonymous with the position that Ellis (1993) calls a strong 
interface position. A strong interface position claims that not only explicit declarative 
knowledge but also explicit procedural knowledge can be converted to implicit 
knowledge, which constitutes real language ability. In the present study, the term explicit­
only position is used instead of strong interface position. The concept of interface 
presupposes an idea that explicit knowledge and implicit knowledge co-exit as two 
qualitatively different knowledge domains, and that they in�eract with each other in one 
way or another. However, the essence of conversion from explicit to implicit knowledge 
is widerstood in this position to lie in the automatization of explicit knowledge through 
ample practice. Automatized knowledge is perceived to be implicit by many language 
learners. But, if it is so, what really exists is explicit knowledge and its automatized state. 
The latter constitutes the core of real language ability. This monistic nature of the 
position is more adequately expressed by the term explicit-only position than the term 
strong interface position. 
Explicit Procedural Knowledge: Knowledge called explicit procedural knowledge 
satisfies two conditions. First, it is knowledge of a procedure that organizes a set of 
declarative knowledge into a unified knowledge system as a basis for a certain competent 
human action in the real world. Second, a person is aware of its existence in his or her 
mind, and can verbalize its content in one way or another. 
First Language (Ll): In the language acquisition literature, a language of first 
immersion and of primary use is usually called L 1 (Ellis, 1 994b ). The present study 
follows this tradition. 
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Functional-Use Language Leaming Strategies: Functional-use strategies (Bialystok, 
1981) are those strategies which a language learner utilizes in qrder to functionally use a 
target language (TL), that is, to practice a TL in an authentic or naturalistic setting. 
Functional-use strategies include the strategies that are used to find opportunities to 
functionally_ use a TL. 
Implicit Declarative Knowledge: Knowledge �at consists of a single proposition, of 
which a person is unaware even though he or she possesses it in his or her mind. 
Implicit Input Processing: Linguistic input processing of which the language learner is 
usually unaware. Schmidt (1990) presents a comprehensive framework helpful to 
understand implicit processing in comparison to explicit processing. 
Implicit-Only Position: Synonymous with the position that Ellis (1993) calls a no 
interface position. Implicit procedural knowledge is generally assumed to constitute the 
basis of real language ability. Krashen (1982, 1995) denies any substantial possibility that 
the things that are explicitly learned interface with the implicit knowledge domain to 
contribute to the enhancement of this implicit procedural knowledge ( as the basis for real 
language ability). Hence, Ellis calls Krashen's position a no interface position. In the 
present study, the term implicit-only position is used to refer to Krashen's position. This 
is because Krashen' s point is that only a thing that is implicitly learned plays a role in the 
formation of real language ability (i. e. , kind of implicit procedural knowledge). 
Implicit Procedural Knowledge: Knowledge composed of a set of propositions, 
unknown to the speaker even though he or she possesses it. 
Input Processing: The mental process by which the language learner assimilates new 
linguistic input into his or her system of interlanguage. 
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Interlanguage (IL): A system of a new language that is built in the human mind when a 
language le�er learns a language other than a first language (Ll). It is called inter­
language because it is supposed to be a mental entity that lies somewhere between a L 1 
and a target language. Due to its nature, developmental errors are the essential part of an 
interlanguage (Selinker, 1972). 
Language Leaming Strategies: Any strategies and techniques that language learners 
use when they try to learn a target language (Oxford, 1990). 
Language Proficiency: A system of knowledge in the human mind by which a person 
competently copes with all kinds of language tasks. 
Meaning Transparency of Input: This term is used in the present study as an alternative 
expression to "comprehensibility" (Krashen, 1995, p.87) of input. Meaning transparency, 
or comprehensibility of input, is the key to success in implicit processing. This study 
prefers to use the term meaning transparency because it best expresses the meaning­
oriented character ofKrashen's theory. 
Mental Operations: Operations that a language learner uses when he or she internally 
processes linguistic input into a new piece of interlanguage knowledge. 
. Oral Proficiency: A system of procedural knowledge that enables a speaker to 
competently communicate with his or her interlocutor(s) in oral communication. It 
consists of several components. 
Procedural Knowledge: Knowledge of a procedure that is expressed in a set of 
propositions (O'Malley & Chamot, 1990). 
Second Language (L2): Any non-primary language for a speaker is usually called a 
second language (Ellis, 1 994b ). A non-native speaker who speaks a second language 
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lives in a community where his or her second language is the primary means of 
communication. 
Target Language (TL): A new language that a second/world language learner studies. 
For the learner, this new language is a target or a focus for learning. Hence it is called a 
target language. 
Weak Interface Position: The term that Ellis (1 993) uses to refer to his own position on 
the nature of learner internal input processing. He concurs with Krashen (1 995) that 
implicit knowledge constitutes the core of real language ability. On the other hand, he 
differentiates himself from Krashen by asserting that explicit declarative knowledge, such 
as school-learned grammatical items, can be converted to implicit declarative knowledge. 
This conversion contributes to the formation of real language ability because it provides 
implicit building blocks for the real language formation. However, he does not admit a 
possibility that explicit procedural knowledge, such as school-learned language skills, is 
converted to implicit procedural knowledge (i. e. , real language) through ample practice, 
which an explicit-only position (or a strong interface position) claims. To express this 
difference, he calls his position a weak interface position. The adjective weak is used 
because he only admits a possibility of interface of explicit declarative knowledge with 
the implicit knowledge domain, and categorically denies a possibility of interface of 
explicit procedural knowledge with the implicit domain. 
Organiz.ation of the Study 
This study is organized into five chapters. Chapter I contains an introduction, the 
statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, and an overview of the study's design. 
The significance, assumptions, limitations, and delimitations of the study are also stated 
24 
in this chapter, as are definitions of the terms that are crucial to understanding of the 
study. 
Chapter II reviews the literature pertaining to the present study. It explains the 
process of the creation of A-analysis. It also explains the process of the construction of 
the oral proficiency scale. (This scale constituted one part of this study' s instrument.) 
Chapter III presents the methods and procedures of this study. It describes the 
research population, sample, and data collection procedures. It then explains the data 
analysis procedures. 
Chapter N shows the results of data analysis in detail. It then presents findings 
that provide a basis for determining the sustainability of the research hypotheses. 
Chapter V presents a summary of this investigation, conclusions, discussions, 
implications, and recommendations for future research. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The advent of the first momentum to the study of language learning strategies 
goes back to the late 60s. A group of psycholinguists who were investigating the internal 
process of second language learning paid special heed to learning strategies that second 
language learners use to acquire a target language (Corder, 1967; Selinker, 1969). 
Language learning strategies were assumed by those psycholinguists to be connected to 
learner internal input processing by which a second language learner builds a new 
language system. If this assumption were true, by investigating language learning 
strategies, researchers might identify learner internal factors which guide a language 
learner in building his or her own interlanguage. In language learning strategy studies in 
those days, researchers' focus was generally on the strategies used by unsuccessful 
language learners. This is because one prominent phenomenon in language learning was 
seen to be the overall learner failure in acquiring a new language (Selinker, 1972). 
Researchers wanted to know reasons for this general failure. The language learning 
strategies that were studied in those days were mainly what later became known as 
cognitive language learning strategies. 
After the mid-70s, researchers' focus shifted from the language learning strategies 
used by unsuccessful learners to those used by successful learners (Rubin, 1 975; Naiman, 
Fr<>hlich, Stem, & Todesco, 1978, 1996; Stem, 1975). Researchers wanted to identify 
internal input processing by which successful language learners efficiently build a new 
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language. Knowledge of this kind was expected to help less successful learners improve 
their ways of language learning. Cognitive language learning strategies constituted a 
group of strategies that was often a target of investigation (Rubin, 1975, 1981). Another 
group of strategies that was often investi"gated was functional-use language learning 
strategies. Many good language learners were observed to use this latter group of 
strategies (Naiman, Frohlich, Stem, & Todesco, 1996; Stem, 1975). 
In the 80s, these two groups of language learning strategies were sometimes 
researched together in relation to language proficiency (Bialystok, 198 1; Politzer & 
McGroarty, 1985), or to oral proficiency (Huang & Van Naerssen, 1987). 
In the mid-90s, one oddity was noted in the relationship between language 
proficiency and the two groups of language learning strategies (Green & Oxford, 1995). 
When the two groups of strategies were examined in relation to language proficiency, the 
use of functional-use strategies had a positive correlation to language proficiency 
whereas the use of cognitive strategies showed no significant correlation to it. If cognitive 
language learning strategies reflected learner internal input processing, they should also 
have a positive correlation to language proficiency. Successful language learners are 
thought to bring to action their internal input processing more frequently than 
unsuccessful learners, which should lead to more use of cognitive language learning 
strategies by the former. Green and Oxford ( 1995) suggested that the reported oddity 
might be reasonably understood if it were considered in the context of the traditional 
psycholinguistic debate over the nature of learner internal input processing. A-analysis 
was identified by this researcher as being one effective_ way to reasonably interpret this 
oddity. He recognized that the three traditional positions on the nature of input processing 
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would make distinct predictions about the relationship between language proficiency and 
the aforementioned two groups of strategies ( cognitive strategies and functional-use 
strategies). Then, by comparing each of these predictions with the odd relationship in 
question, one would know which of the three positions could make a prediction that best 
matches the odd relationship. The oddity would then be reasonably interpreted based on 
the nature of learner internal input processing that is claimed by this position. 
This chapter describes in detail the entire process of the conceptuali7.a.tion of this 
A-analysis. It also presents the rationale for applying the same analysis to the 
understanding of the nature of learner internal input processing that is associated with the 
enhancement of oral proficiency. The last part of this chapter is dedicated to the 
description of how oral proficiency was defined for the present study, and how it was 
operationalized into the 20-item oral proficiency scale. This scale constituted Section II 
of the questionnaire used for data collection in this study (Appendix A). To make the 
explanation clear, the chapter is divided into seve_r:t sections. 
Language Learning Strategies: Early Studies 
Early attempts to deal with language learning strategies began with the studies on 
interlan�ge. Corder (1 967) used the term "transitional competence" (p. 166) to refer to 
a new language system that the second/world language learner built as he or she learned a 
TL. This system was assumed to lie somewhere between the learner's first language (L 1) 
and second language (L2), and be formed by the same preprogrammed device of 
language acquisition in the human brain as is used by young LI children when they learn 
their L 1 .  Corder assumed that a language learner was building and ever renewing his or 
her transitional competence by using some innate language learning strategies that could 
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be traced back to a preprogrammed "language-acquisition device" (Chomsky, 1 965, p. 
32). He claimed that the study of these learner strategies, therefore, could lead to a 
clarification of how the preprogrammed device actually worked for forming a transitional 
competence. The analysis of developmental errors that language learners constantly make 
was, for Corder, one central means to know what these learner strategies actually are, and 
how input is processed to a new transitional system by the use of these strategies. 
Corder's theory of transitional competence was one of the earliest forms of the language 
processing theories. The theory aims to shed light on the process in which the language 
learner builds a transitional language system by processing input to generate some non­
native form in the guidance of essentially innate language learning strategies. Language 
learning strategies were thus equated with the language processing itself, or at least, were 
assumed to be one of its important components from the very start in the history of the 
studies that focused on language learning strategies. 
Se linker ( 1972) built on Corder's idea. Three significant improvements were 
made by him. First, the term transitional competence was replaced by the new term 
"interlanguage" (p. 2 14  ), which better expresses the state of a new language system 
formed by the language learner. The language learner's system of a new language 
always lies between LI and L2, ever renewing itself but seldom reaching the final Li 
goal. Second, a new language acquisition device that is supposed to promote the building 
of an interlanguage (IL) was hypothesized in place of Corder's preprogrammed device. 
This was because, if the same acquisition device as is used in L l acquisition continued to 
be used in L2 acquisition, great learning struggles experienced by a number of L2 
learners would not be reasonably explained. As is known, most young L l learners 
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successfully become able speakers of an L 1 with ease several years after birth. Selin.ker 
called his new device "latent psychological structure" (p.21 1 ). He apparently intended to 
redefine language learning strategies so that they would now include general cognitive 
skills with which psychology of learning has traditionally coped. Third, several language 
learning strategies were identified and explained by Selin.ker (1 972), starting with 
language transfer and overgeneralization. Language transfer is a learning strategy that 
directs a learner to understand both the semantic and syntactic features of L2 based on the 
knowledge of L 1. Overgeneralization is a learning strategy that directs a learner to apply 
a linguistic rule beyond the field to which it should be legitimately applied (e.g. , adding 
the plural ending -s to any noun to make it plural). To be noted is that Selinker 's list 
contained a few groups of strategies that do not seem to be directly helpful to promote 
linguistic input processing. One good example is strategies of communication. These are 
the strategies that a second/world language speaker resorts to for compensating for his or 
her lack of needed linguistic knowledge. Inclusion of these strategies is a direct 
consequence of Selinker' s assumption that the device underlying language learning 
strategies is psychological in nature. Corder (1967) does not identify a list of concrete 
learning strategies, linguistic or other. 
Notwithstanding, the claim made by Selinker and Corder was the same in essence: 
The language learner processes the TL input by using a set of language learning strategies, 
the result of which is the formation of an IL where developmental errors are inherent. The 
language learning strategies that aid a language learner in processing linguistic input were 
gradually called cognitive language learning strategies in the history of language learning 
strategy studies. Thus, the claim made by Corder and Selinker is identical to saying that a 
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language learner builds his or her system of IL by using a range of cognitive language 
learning strategies; this is one main reason that an IL was error-stricken. Selinker (1975) 
thought that this learning process was applicable to an absolute portion of language 
learners that is left after the "mere 5%" (p. 212) of successful learners being taken out. As 
for the top 5%, he assumed that a certain preprogrammed language acquisition device 
like Corder's was still operative in the acquisition of a new language. 
Richards ( 197 1) extended Selinker' s analysis of learner strategies in a more 
comprehensive way. He added analogy and assimilation to the strategy repertoire. By this 
addition, he intended to explain part of the reason that a L2 speaker uses the strategy of 
overgeneralization or the strategy of communication. (A learn.er overgeneralizes a certain 
rule by analogy of one case to another; a learner who has an urgent communicative need 
uses what he or she has already assimilated to convey the meaning that can only be 
expressed by using what he or she has yet to assimilate.) Richards agreed with Selinker, 
but he went one step further than Selinker by stating that a post-pubescent L2 learner can 
no longer access the preprogrammed language acquisition device. In slight contrast to 
Selinker and Richards, Dulay and Burt (1972) studied learner errors in the position more 
close to that of Corder, who believed in the unconstrained accessibility to the 
preprogrammed language acquisition device by any learners of a new language. Taylor 
(1975) also emphasized the similarity of learner errors between L l  and L2 learners when 
he analyzed learner strategies that brought learners to those errors. 
Despite the differences mentioned, all these researchers may be grouped together. 
They mainly studied cognitive language learning strategies and studied these strategies as 
possible causes of the error-stricken nature of an IL. 
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Rubin's Revolution 
The publication of Joan Rubin's research (1 975) was dramatic in the sense that it 
completely changed the direction of the studies of language learning strategies. Before 
the advent of Rubin's research (1975), language learning strategies were seen to be a 
central processing component by which a language learner builds an error-stricken 
language system called an interlanguage. This is because the investigation of language 
learning strategies before Rubin (1975) focused on the strategies used by unsuccessful 
language learners who, according to Selinker (1 972), constitute a large portion of all 
language learners in the top 5% (p. 212) of successful language learners being taken out. 
Language learning strategies were viewed to be a good explanatory tool that provided a 
reasonable ground for explaining an overwhelming amount of failures in new language 
learning. Rubin proposed to shift the focus from those struggling language learners to the 
top 5% (Selinker, 1972, p. 212) of very successful language learners, or "good language 
�earners" (Rubin, 1975, p. 41  ). She argued that the information of language learning 
strategies, by which these successful language learners processed TL input, would be 
helpful for many unsuccessful language learners. Such information would make it 
possible for less successful learners to process linguistic input more efficiently by the use 
of the same strategies that led the former to be so successful in new language learning. 
This claim had such a strong impact that most language learning strategy studies after 
Rubin (1975) came to be conducted in line with Rubin's proposal. Language learning 
strategies were now seen solely from a positive aspect. 
It is important to note that the strategies that drew Rubin's (1975) attention were 
primarily cognitive language learning strategies. The language learning strategies that she 
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thought of were those strategies which promote an internal learning process. This means 
that the same cognitive language learning strategies that once had been seen to be a 
possible cause of failure in language learning were now assumed by Rubin (1975) to be 
one prominent factor that promotes success in language learning. Positive reassessment 
of language learning strategies in general accompanied positive reassessment of cognitive 
language learning strategies as well. 
Language Leaming Strategies: Studies in New Perspective 
What follows are several representative studies that were conducted in this new 
perspective. 
Stem (1975), inspired by Rubin's (1975) work, identified and described 10 
general strategies that good language learners frequently use. After Rubin's revolutionary 
overturn of the general view on language learning strategies, the strategies were now 
assumed by Stem to be something that could rescue unsuccessful language learners from 
many learning struggles. Rubin (1975) had blurred the distinction between strategies and 
techniques. She had practically equated strategies to techniques with the definition of the 
former as "techniques or devices which a learner may use to acquire knowledge" (Rubin, 
1975, p. 43). Ste� in contrast, made a clear distinction between the two categories by 
separating "strategies, i.e., general, more or less deliberate approaches, and more specific 
techniques, i.e. observable forms of language learning behavior" (Naiman, Frohlich, 
Stem, & Todesco, 1996, p. 4). This effort, nonetheless, was soon forgotten in the 
literature with most researchers after Stem following Rubin's liberal definition. 
Naiman, Frohlich, Stem, and Todesco (1978, 1996) constructed one of the first 
comprehensive lists of language learning strategies and techniques. Their list was based 
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on Stem's (1975) list. Stem's list of strategies and techniques, however, was a product of 
speculation, because it was gleaned from a theoretical examination of the nature of 
language and language learning, the reflection on his own experiences as a learner and a 
teacher, and reading of related books and articles. In Naiman, Frohlich, Stem, and 
Todesco (1978, 1996), Stem's list was modified based on the result of interviews with 34 
good language learners who mostly came from the researchers' immediate university 
circles. The new strategy list consisted of five strategy categories. Another list of 53 
specific study techniques and tips followed it. Both lists were comprehensive, but the 
majority of strategies in the strategy list related to the learner's active involvement in 
learning tasks, practice (both formal and informal), and real use of a TL. In this sense, 
one important contribution of the Naiman et al. ( 1978, 1996) strategy list to language 
learning strategy studies lies in its substantial enumeration of functional-use language 
learning strategies. 
Rubin (1981 ), in contrast, emphasized the importance of staying in focus on 
cognitive strategies that are seen to directly reflect the language learner's internal input 
processing. Her revolutionary theory was only possible in the first place when she 
realized that learning strategies might be a reflection of the language learner's internal 
input processing. For her, therefore, the description and some empirical validation of 
cognitive strategies, or the "actions that contribute directly to the learning process" (p. 
118), was an urgent research goal. In the self-reports by some students who attended an 
intensive English program at the University of Hawaii, she found the use of such 
cognitive strategies as memorization, practice, verification/clarification, inductive 
reasoning, deductive reasoning, and monitoring. In the diary of a student-teacher who 
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was a beginning student of Arabic, Rubin found extensive use of both inductive and 
deductive inferencing. 
O'Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manz.anares, Russo, and Kupper (1985) made two 
major contributions to language learning strategy studies. First, they made a very detailed 
list of cognitive language learning strategies, metacognitive language learning strategies, 
and socio-affective language learning strategies. (Metacognitive language learning 
strategies are those strategies used to plan, monitor, and evaluate language learning. 
Socio-affective language learning strategies are those strategies used to make language 
learning a social event, and thereby make it fun or something that is affective in some 
positive way.) They constructed the list based on interviews with 70 high-school ESL 
students who were primarily from Spanish-speaking countries. Especially important is 
the list of cognitive and metacognitive language learning strategies. Each such strategy 
was given in an appendix with a simple and clear definition. Another contribution is that 
they conducted an experiment to show that language learning strategies in fact could be 
taught to language learners. The teachability of strategies is the very raison d'etre of the 
strategies studies in the new perspective that were initiated by Rubin (1975). She initiated 
the studies because she believed that good language learners' strategies might be a great 
help for poor language learners. If language strategies were not teachable, however, they 
would be of no value to poor language learners. After teaching the three groups of 
language learning strategies (i.e., cognitive, metacognitive and social-affective strategies) 
to high school ESL students, O'Malley et al. (1985) measured the effect by comparing 
post-test scores between treatment and control groups. Even though the result was 
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somewhat mixed, in one area (speech tasks), treatment groups performed significantly 
better than control groups in the post-test. 
One Oddity in Strategy Use and a Way to Interpret It: 
The Process to Conceptualize A-analysis 
One Oddity in Strategy Use 
As strategy studies continued in the new perspective, one characteristic use of 
. language learning strategies surfaced in relation to language proficiency. When 
investigations were made into populations where motivation for using English in a real 
setting was assumed to be generally high, functional-use language learning strategies 
were more frequently used by the subjects with high language proficiency than by those 
with low language proficiency. Bialystok (1981)  researched high school Anglophones 
who were learning French as a second language. They were found to use functional-use 
strategies significantly more often as they became more advanced in learning French. 
Politzer and McGroarty (1985) investigated international students in an intensive English 
program. The students were studying English in preparation for graduate courses at an 
American university. Among these students, those who made more progress in the 
English program reported more interest in the real use of English than those who made 
less progress, even though the statistical evidence was slight. Green and Oxford (1995) 
examined the students who enrolled in English courses at a Puerto Rican university. They 
were found to use functional-use language learning strategies increasingly more often as 
they were promoted to higher course levels. The general environment of English learning 
in Puerto Rico was assumed to be close to the setting of ESL learning (Green & Oxford, 
1995). In other words, the students' motivation for the use of English in a real setting was 
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assumed to be generally high. In contrast, in all of these studies, cognitive language 
learning strategies showed no significant correlation to language proficiency. However, 
cognitive language learning strategies should also show a positive correlation to language 
proficiency if in fact those strategies play a central role when the language learner 
processes linguistic input. The students with high language proficiency are assumed to 
operate their processing system more often to obtain more linguistic knowledge than 
students with low language proficiency. 
Similar results were further obtained in studies with undergraduate English majors 
at a Hong Kong university (Bremner, 1999) and at a foreign language institute in the 
People's Republic of China (Huang & Van Naerssen, 1987). (In the latter study, the use 
of language learning strategies was investigated in relation to oral proficiency, not in 
relation to general language proficiency.) Based on the results of these studies, university 
students who major in English in an East Asian country can be generally thought to be 
highly motivated toward the use of English in a real setting. 
One Suggestion for the Oddity Interpretation 
Facing these puzzling outcomes (i.e., that only functional strategies positively 
correlate to language proficiency; cognitive strategies do not), Green and Oxford (1995) 
closely examined the frequency of use of each learning strategy by subjects at all 
proficiency levels. They found that at least some of the cognitive strategies were used 
equally often by subjects at all proficiency levels. These cognitive strategies were 
inferencing, skimming and then reading, connecting the L 1 to the L2, making efforts to 
find patterns, and repeating sounds and spelling. A similar result was reported in Huan 
and Van Naerssen (1987), where subjects at all proficiency levels used such cognitive 
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strategies as rote memorization, imitation, and pattern drills, in high frequency. (In Huan 
and Van Naerssen, 1987, however, oral proficiency was at issue instead of language 
proficiency.) In Bremner (1999), there was even a slight tendency that a few cognitive 
strategies were more often used by high perfonners. For example, inferencing was used 
in moderate frequency by low performers but in ei:ther high or low frequency by high 
performers. Summarizing was a learning strategy favored significantly more by high 
performers than by low performers. 
How could research results of this kind be interpreted? Green and Oxford ( 1995) 
suggest that a plausible interpretation might be provided if reference were made to the 
debate between Ellis (1994a) and Robinson (1994), in which a traditional problem was 
again raised over the nature of learner internal input processing in second language 
learning as seen from the implicit-explicit dimension. For a full understanding of this 
suggestion, however, clarification of a few psychological constructs needs to be made 
beforehand. (Green and Oxford, 1995, referred to the above debate without articulating 
their view. The interpretation that follows is solely based on the present researcher's 
reasoning.) 
Rubric for Interpretation 
In cognitive psychology, two kinds of knowledge classification have traditionally 
been practiced: Declarative and procedural knowledge on one hand, and explicit and 
implicit knowledge on .the other. According to O'Malley and Chamot (1990), declarative 
knowledge is factual knowledge that can be expressed in a single proposition. In the 
domain of language, each minute grammatical rule is a typical example of declarative 
knowledge. A formulaic expression, the use of which is inevitable for smoothly 
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conducting daily verbal communication, is another example of it. A range of 
sociolinguistic and discoursal rules is also included in declarative knowledge. Procedural 
knowledge is knowledge of a procedure that consists of a set of propositions. Each 
proposition represents one piece of declarative knowledge. Procedural knowledge 
organizes these declarative pieces of knowledge into one unified procedure for a 
competent hwnan action in the real world. Guided by procedural knowledge, a human 
being acts on the real world skillfully and with ease. The competence of greeting is one 
example of procedural knowledge (O'Malley & Chamot, 1990). To appropriately greet a 
variety of people in a variety of social settings, it is inadequate to know only one 
linguistic pattern of greeting (which is one piece of declarative knowledge). One needs to 
know several linguistic patterns to greet someone properly, depending on whom one 
greets and in what setting. To decide on which linguistic pattern is the most appropriate 
in a particular greeting situation, one further needs to know several sociolinguistic pieces 
of declarative knowledge about social rules of greeting. One may even need to know a 
few ways to modify a greeting in accordance with the physical and emotional conditions 
in which an interlocutor happens to be. One can competently greet someone in the real 
world only when all of these pieces of knowledge are neatly organized in one's mind as a 
unified system of choice. This knowledge of choice for a competent action (both verbal 
and non-verbal) is procedural knowledge. In an adult, a huge amount of procedural 
knowledge is ready for instant retrieval, despite its complexity. 
The competence to speak a short sentence such as "I don't want Jason to stay 
long" is procedural, too, unless all of it is memorized. A moment before a speaker 
actually begins to utter the sentence, he or she needs to assess a social relation between 
39 
him/herself and an interlocutor. This determines appropriate voice tone and the choice 
between would like to and want, for example. At the same time, linguistic decisions are 
made about word choice, word order, negation, proper case, number, and agreement. 
Each such decision is made based on corresponding declarative knowledge, and there are 
a great many decisions to make to construct the syntactic structure of the sentence alone. 
Still, one usually says it the moment one wants to say it. This is so because all pieces of 
declarative knowledge relating to the utterance of the sentence are proceduralized for 
instant retrieval, at least in the mind of an adult. A native speaker is usually unaware that 
a plethora of language-related knowledge pieces comes into play, even for the utterance 
of a simple sentence. One good way to imagine it is to think about how many 
grammatical rules one would need to refer to for translating the above sentence to a new 
language that one is learning. There are a great many of those rules. One would need to 
unite them, little by little, toward correctly uttering the sentence in a new language. It 
would take a huge amount of time to do so, especially if one were a beginning learner. 
Thanks to knowledge which had been proceduralized when young, a native speaker utters 
it in a split second and without difficulty. 
Explicit knowledge is the knowledge that is learned in explicit processing. The 
person who possesses this knowledge is aware of its existence and can analyze it. Implicit 
knowledge is the knowledge that is learned in implicit processing. A person is typically 
unaware of its existence and cannot analyze it. However, he or· she can somehow use it as 
the need occurs. 
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Demarcation of Three Input Processing Positions by the Rubric 
Ellis (1993) combined these two sets of knowledge classification in such a way 
that four different knowledge types emerged: Explicit decla,:ative knowledge, explicit 
procedural knowledge, implicit declarative knowledge, and implicit procedural 
knowledge. By this, a clear demarcation of three major positions on the nature of learner 
internal input processing in second language learning, seen from the explicit-implicit 
dimension, became possible: Krashen's implicit-only position, O'Malley and Chamot's 
explicit-only position, and Ellis's own "weak interface position" (p. 97). (Ellis uses the 
tenns no interface position and strong interface position instead of implicit-only position 
and explicit-only position, respectively, which this study uses. The Definitions of the 
Tenns in Chapter I explain the rationale for this change in terminology for this study in 
the entries of the latter two terms. Also, in this study, the scholars representative of the 
explicit-only position were altered from Eilis's original reference because of the direct 
connection of O'Malley and Chamot to the studies of language learning strategies.) Ellis 
made this distinction to show his position's advantage over the other two. 
The starting point of this demarcation is a general acknowledgement that what 
constitutes the core of native/native-like knowledge of a TL is implicit procedural 
knowledge. All three positions share this understanding, nuance put aside. The problem is 
the way to attain it. 
Krashen (1976, 1995) denied any substantial possibility that explicitly learned 
knowledge, whether declarative or procedural, could interact with, or convert to, implicit 
procedural knowledge. (Krashen himself did not use a declarative-procedural distinction.) 
The main grounds for this categorical denial were the existence of very advanced learners 
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who wrote native-like English essays but whose English speech was error-stricken 
(Krashen, 1982, 1995). These learners were able to correct their own errors when errors 
were pointed out. They could even explain why those were errors in English because they 
had learned English grammar quite well. However, when they spoke English, they 
repeated the same mistakes. Krashen concluded that explicit knowledge could never 
affect implicit knowledge, which constitutes the core of language proficiency. Thus, for 
Krashen, the only way to attain implicit procedural knowledge is merely experience­
based, fairly random accumulation of implicit declarative knowledge. This would 
gradually lead language learners to build a system of implicit procedural knowledge of a 
TL, implicitly guided by LAD, or a preprogrammed l?Dguage acquisition device 
(Chomsky, 1965). 
O'Malley and Chamot (1990) took the opposite position to Krashen's. (Instead of 
O'Malley and Chamot, 1990, Ellis listed Gregg, 1984, McLaughlin, 1978, and Sharwood 
Smi� 1981, as champions of this position). O'Malley and Chamot (1990) practically 
denied the existence of implicit knowledge itself, whe1;her declarative or procedural. (In 
this respect, O'Malley and Charnot took a more radical stance than Gregg and Sharwood 
Smith, who maintained the implicit-explicit distinction itself. O'Malley and Chamot were 
close to McLaughlin in that they claimed such a distinction as unparsimonious. 
McLaughlin, 1990, was suspicious of the scientific usefulness of implicitness because 
such a construct was unfalsifiable). Learning is explicit. Implicitness is a mere 
appearance that explicit knowledge takes on when it has been proceduralized. As was 
previously mentioned, 0 'Malley and Chamot admit that implicit procedural knowledge 
constitutes the core part of native/native-like language competence. However, they argue 
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that implicitness is a mere appearance. What really exists is automaticity of language use 
that results from a good amount of deliberate learner practice. Such good practice unites 
declarative knowledge pieces into a system of procedural knowledge. This knowledge 
enables one to competently function in the real world, linguistically speaking. 
Ellis comes between the above two positions. Following Krashen, he claimed that 
the main body of language proficiency is formed by implicit input processing through 
ample interactions with native TL speakers in a real communicative setting. This is a 
logical consequence of the assumption that the core of language proficiency is implicit 
procedural knowledge. At the same time, he argued that explicit declarative knowledge 
plays some role in the acquisition of language by claiming (1) that direct conversion from 
explicit to implicit declarative knowledge might be possible in an optimal developmental 
condition, or (2) that, at the very least, explicit declarative knowledge such as a school­
learned grammatical rule might serve as a "hook" (p. 99) on which the language learner 
could hang·an implicit counterpart (real rule) in the flow of TL in a real setting. (It is to 
be noted that a grammar rule known in a grammar book and a rule residing in a native 
speaker's mind as part of a natural grammar are different. It is unknown of what nature a 
natural grammar really is. An explicit explanation of a certain grammar rule in a grammar 
book is a mere approximation of a real rule at best. As such, an explicit explanation 
cannot point at the exact feature of a rule in a natural grammar. Therefore, it is in fact an 
enigma how one can explicitly teach a real rule.) According to Krashen (1995), if 
communication is successful for the language learner and is clearly understood by him or 
her, a new structure (presumably one implicit declarative piece of rule knowledge) can be 
assumed to be acquired by the language learner. Thus, for Krashe°' meaning 
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transparency of input, or "comprehensibility" (p. 63) of input in his own words, is a key 
to the successful implicit processing of new linguistic input. Krashen, therefore, 
recommends that the language teacher give students whatever clues are needed to 
establish meaning transparency of input in classroom communication. Then, there would 
seem to be no reason to exclude explicit declarative pieces of grammar knowledge as one 
powerful pedagogical aid in realizing meaning transparency of input in the language 
classroom. The very idea that explicit declarative knowledge might serve as a hook on 
which to hang an implicit counterpart ( or real rule) is traced back to Lightbown (1985). 
Explicit declarative knowledge of a discrete grammar rule might serve for implicit 
processing of the (real) rule by an L2 learner insofar as the explicit knowledge would 
help to make the meaning of the (real) rule transparent (or comprehensible) for a 
language learner. 
Ellis' (1993) claim for direct conversion from explicit to implicit declarative 
knowledge, drew Robinson's fierce criticism (1994). Robinson argued that there was no 
empirical evidence for the direct conversion from explicit declarative knowledge to an 
implicit counterpart. He cast a strong doubt on the authenticity of the construct of implicit 
declarative knowledge in the first place. Robinson (1994) referred to the contention made 
by Reber ( 1 989). Based on the results of several experiments that he conducted about 
implicit learning, Reber ( 1989) �oncluded that implicit knowledge should be an intuitive 
understanding of the complex structure of a world event or phenomenon. Reber' s 
definition of implicit knowledge thus matched the construct of implicit procedural 
knowledge far better than implicit declarative knowledge. Notwithstanding, Ellis 
sustained his original claim (1994a, 1997, 2002). Referring to Bialystok and Sharwood 
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Smith (1985), Ellis (1994a) countered that an intuitive and unanalyzed chunk, such as 
fonnulaic expressions, was an example of implicit declarative knowledge. Ellis (1994a) 
also reminded Robinson of the importance of Ellis' (1993) second claim for explicit 
declarative knowledge's facilitator role as a hook. This claim asserts that explicit 
declarative information about a target grammatical form, combined with other cues, 
might help to make the target form (real fonn) comprehensible, thereby promoting its 
implicit processing by L2 learners (Ellis, 1994a, 2002). Considering this latter point, Ellis 
(1994a) argued that explicit declarative pieces of grammar knowledge deserved to be 
taught in school. 
A Way to Interpret the Oddity in Use of Strategies 
The direction of the arguments in the above debate does not have a direct relation 
· to the present reasoning which, motivated by Green and Oxfords' (1995) suggestion, 
aims at finding a plausible interpretation of the aforementioned surprising research results 
about the relationship between language proficiency and the use of the two groups of 
strategies (i.e., the research results which purport that language proficiency positively 
correlates to functional-use strategies but has no correlation to cognitive strategies). What 
is directly relevant is that, thanks to Ellis' demarcation effort, each of the three positions 
on the nature of input processing can now be shown to make a distinct prediction about 
the relationship between language proficiency and the two groups of strategies ( cognitive 
strategies and functional-use strategies). By comparing each of these predictions with the 
above surprising results (Bialystok, 1981; Green & Oxford, 1995; Politzer & McGroardy, 
1985), a position will be known that makes a prediction that best matches these results. 
The reason that the above surprising results were obtained may then be plausibly 
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understood by referring to the nature of learner internal input processing that this position 
claims. 
A prediction made by each position and a rationale for it are what follows. 
In Krashen's implicit-only position, the learners' use of cognitive strategies would 
be predicted to have no correlation to their language proficiency. Cognitive strategies are 
used for explicitly processing language input. Following this position, however, explicitly 
processed knowledg� plays a mere peripheral role in the acquisition of implicit 
procedural knowledge, which constitutes the core of language proficiency. Then, there is 
no reason to believe that cognitive strategies have any positive correlation to language 
proficiency. In contrast, the use of functional-use strategies would be seen to have a 
positive correlation to language proficiency because ample exposure to real TL use is the 
only way to obtain implicit declarative, and eventually implicit procedural, knowledge. 
On the other hand, in O'Malley and Chamot's explicit-only position, the use of 
cognitive strategies would be predicted to show a positive correlation to language 
proficiency. Cognitive strategies are used for explicit input processing. But, learning is 
exclusively explicit in O'Malley and Chamots' view. Following this logic, more use of 
cognitive strategies simply means more learning, which would generally lead to higher 
proficiency, whatever skill domain may be at issue. Functional-use strategies would also 
.be seen to have a positive correlation to language proficiency. More practice in a real 
setting would lead a set of explicit declarative pieces of knowledge to be firmly 
connected into automaticity to a degree that they now appear to comprise implicit 
procedural knowledge. 
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In Ellis' weak interface position, the use of cognitive strategies would be 
predicted to have a slightly positive correlation to language proficiency. Ellis argues that 
a discrete grammar rule explicitly learned with the aid of cognitive strategies would help 
the learner hook its implicit counterpart (real rule) in the flow of TL in a real setting if the 
explicit rule is learned in one particular condition. This condition is that the learner's 
interlanguage is ready for assimilating its implicit counterpart (real rule). Explicit 
grammar learning does not always satisfy this condition. But, when it is met, a discrete 
grammar rule ( explicit declarative knowledge) will facilitate the acquisition of its implicit 
counterpart (real rule), which will eventually lead to the acquisition of implicit procedural 
knowledge. Hence, it follows that cognitive strategies would be predicted to have a 
slightly positive correlation to language proficiency, the core of which is implicit 
procedural knowledge. The use of functional-use strategies would be predicted to have a 
positive correlation with language proficiency since, for Ellis, the main course of 
language learning is implicit learning in a real communicative setting. In this respect, the 
difference between Ellis and Krashen is small. 
At first glance, then, the prediction based on Krashen's implicit-only position 
seems to best match the research results in question, exceeding the prediction based on 
Ellis' weak interface position. However, a closer look at the results of a few studies 
seems to reverse this order to rather favor Ellis over Krashen, even though the difference 
is slight. First, the reason that Krashen's position appears to make a better prediction than 
Ellis' is that Krashen 's position predicts no correlation between cognitive strategies and 
language proficiency. In contrast, Ellis' position predicts a slightly positive correlation 
between them. However, a consideration might well be made that a slightly positive 
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correlation would easily fall to no significant correlation depending on research 
conditions such as sample size and to what extent external factors are controlled. Second, 
in Huang and Van Naerssen's (1987) and Green and Oxford's (1995) research, several 
cognitive strategies were used in medium to high frequency across all proficiency levels. 
However, Krashen's position asserts that the frequency of use of cognitive strategies 
should be completely randomized at each level; for him, cognitive strategies should have 
nothing to do with proficiency. Third, and most importantly, it is true that, when globally 
compared, cognitive strategies and language proficiency showed no significant 
correlation to each other. However, when an item-by-item inspection was conducted, 
some cognitive strategies showed a clear positive correlation to language proficiency 
(Bremner, 1999; Huang & Van Naerssen, 1987), which is again hard to conceive in 
Krashen's viewpoint. The research results in question may thus be interpreted as follows, 
based on Ellis' weak interface position. The main body of learner internal input 
processing that promotes language proficiency is implicit in nature. However, explicit 
learning of discrete grammatical items does make an indirect (and maybe a direct) 
contribution to the formation of a new language if one learning condition is met. This 
learning condition is that a learner's system of interlanguage is ready to assimilate target 
items. Because this condition can be thought to be met at least from time to time, 
cognitive strategies should show a slightly positive correlation with language proficiency. 
In this respect, it is in fact surprising that cognitive strategies as a group had no 
significant correlation with language proficiency in the series of research in question. But, 
it is either because a degree of explicit learning's contribution to the formation of a new 
language was so small in the studied samples that it could not be captured at a statistically 
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significant level, or because measurement tools may not have been appropriate for the 
studied populations. Or, it might even be that the list of cognitive strategies available to 
date is still developing and there may be many unknown cognitive strategies that reflect 
mental operations that language learners actually use as they process linguistic input. 
Summary 
Two important outcomes were obtained from the effort to plausibly interpret the 
reported oddity about the use of the two groups of language learning strategies in relation 
to language proficiency. One is the interpretation itself. The reported oddity may be 
understood to be a direct reflection of the mainly implicit nature of learner internal input 
processing for the acquisition of a new language. The main course of input processing 
into the formation of a new language is implicit processing of input that is provided in 
exposure to a TL in a real communicative setting. However, explicit processing of 
discrete grammatical items does contribute to implicit input processing if the 
aforementioned learning condition is met. 
The other, and more crucial, outcome for the present study is the identification of 
a method that made the above interpretation possible in the first place. Ellis (1993) 
formulated three traditional positions on the nature of learner internal input processing in 
the cognitive psychological term. Based on this new formulation, it became possible to 
make three distinct predictions about the relationship between language proficiency and 
the two groups of language learning strategies ( cognitive strategies and functional-use 
strategies). Each prediction is based on the claim on the nature of input processing that is 
made by one of the three positions. Then, by empirically investigating the relationship 
between language proficiency and the two groups of strategies, and by comparing the 
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results with each of the three predictions, the position will be identified that provides a 
prediction that best matches the research results. Learner internal input processing that 
promotes the building of language proficiency will be understood, based on the kind of 
input processing that this position claims is right. This new method was named A­
analysis in Chapter I. One important goal of this Review of the Literature was to describe 
the identification process of this A-analysis. 
Focus on Oral Proficiency: 
A Way to Identify the Internal Process That Enhances It 
An important question for the purpose of the present study is whether the above 
interpretation, or slight advantage ofEllis's position over ·Krashen's, will still be held 
when the relationship between language learning strategies and oral proficiency is 
investigated, instead of language learning strategies and general language proficiency, by 
the same A-analysis. (This extension itself seems to be permissible because each of the 
three positions on input processing makes the same prediction about the relationship 
between oral proficiency and the two groups of strategies, as the prediction made about 
the relationship between language proficiency and the two groups of strategies. The 
knowledge that underlies oral proficiency is no less implicitly procedural than the 
knowledge underlying language proficiency.) If it is, the input processing that is 
associated with the enhancement of oral proficiency may be understood in a similar way 
to the input processing that is associated with the enhancement of general language 
proficiency. In other words, the input processing that enhances oral proficiency may be 
assumed to be mainly implicit even though explicit knowledge of discrete grammatical 
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items contributes to its enhancement if one developmental condition is satisfied.· This 
condition is that a learner's system of interlanguage is ready for acquiring those items. 
It seems to be the case that oral proficiency will show a positive correlation to 
functional-use strategies insofar as oral proficiency cannot be enhanced without ample 
practice of TL use in a real communicative setting. In contrast, its relationship to 
cognitive strategies is far less straightforward. 
First of all, general language proficiency and oral proficiency are conceptually 
different, even though the both are purported to be based on a system of implicit 
procedural knowledge. General language proficiency consists of all abilities that relate to 
the knowledge and the use of language. It obviously contains all the four skills of 
language including those of writing. In writing, however, editing and monitoring are two 
important subskills; at least these might seem to be closely related to the explicit 
knowledge of grammar. Cognitive language learning strategies are also known to have a 
very close relationship to explicit grammatical knowledge. Then, it does not seem to be 
so strange if general language proficiency and cognitive strategies show a positive 
correlation to each other ( even though empirical evidence for it appears to be weak). On 
the contrary, oral proficiency lies mainly in speaking ability. The relation of speaking 
ability to explicit grammar is controversial at the least. A common belief is that people 
speak without knowing explicit grammar rules. Based on this, then, it might seem rather 
odd if a positive relationship is found between oral proficiency and cognitive strategies. 
Second, reflecting the conceptual difference between language and oral 
proficiencies, the two proficiencies are generally measured by different measurement 
tools. General language proficiency tends to be measured by a comprehensive language 
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test, of which an assessment of the testees ' explicit grammatical knowledge is one 
important component. Then, it may not be surprising that at least some cognitive 
strategies show a positive correlation to proficiency levels. Oral proficiency, on the other 
hand, tends to be measured by the Oral Proficiency Interview (OPI) or a similar 
assessment method where a testee's oral performance is assessed in a specifically situated 
oral communication with a trained interviewer. When an interviewer successfully elicits a 
testee's structural knowledge in such a test, it is generally unknown whether the elicited 
grammar knowledge is implicit or explicit. What may happen if it is implicit is that an 
interviewer or rater gives a testee a high mark in oral proficiency based on the testee's 
remarkable structural performance. The testee, on the other hand, may not report high 
use of cognitive strategies because he or she had implicitly learned grammatical 
knowledge. If this does happen, a positive correlation may not be found between oral 
proficiency and cognitive strategies. Further, a measurement bias on the rater's side 
might even occur on the OPI or on a similar test. In a test of this kind, a global rating is 
generally used. In a global rating, however, a rater's evaluation may be influenced by an 
overall impression ofa testee's  outstanding performance based more on fluency and 
skillful use of communication strategies than on grammatical accuracy. ( OPI scholars 
deny such a possibility by emphasizing that a�curacy is one determining factor to assess a 
level of proficiency in the OPI.) Then, again, it might appear to be a rather natural 
outcome if no significant correlation is found between oral proficiency and cognitive 
strategies. Cognitive strategies are assumed to positively correlate to the amount of 
explicit grammatical knowledge possessed by the learners. 
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Identifying which of the three major positions on the nature of learner internal 
input processing is empirically supported, in relation to oral proficiency, thus, became the 
major concern of the present study. Based on this information, the nature of learner 
internal input processing that is associated with the enhancement of oral proficiency of a 
TL might reasonably be assumed. While having the primary interest in Ellis's weak 
interface position, the present study investigates the empirical sustainability of the three 
positions in relation to oral proficiency. 
Defining Oral Proficiency 
To investigate the sustainability of the three positions on the nature of learner 
internal input processing in relation to oral proficiency, the relationship of oral 
proficiency to the use of cognitive strategies on one hand, and to the use of functional-use 
strategies on the other, needs to be empirically examined in an appropriate language 
learner population. And, to examine this dual relationship, two measurement tools need 
to be used. One is a tool that measures the learner use of the two groups of language 
learning strategies. The other is a tool that measures a language learner's level of oral 
proficiency. To measure the use of language learning strategies, the Strategy Inventory 
for Language Learning (SILL), Version for English Speakers Learning a New Language 
(Oxford, 1990), was chosen, with the permission for its use being given by the SILL 
author (Appendix B). To measure a language learner's oral proficiency, a 20-item oral 
proficiency scale was created for this study by the principal investigator. Thi� decision 
was made because research participants' levels of oral proficiency needed to be 
conveniently assessed in a survey format. To the present researcher' s best knowledge, no 
such scale has been proposed to date, except for a similar 20-item oral proficiency 
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inventory created by Hilton, Grandy, Kline, Liskin-Gasparro, Stupak, and Woodford 
(1985). However, a majority of the items in this inventory related to basic skills of world 
language use. In this sense, it did not seem to be adequate as a test to measure the oral 
proficiency of the target population of this study, whose members need to perform highly 
advanced oral tasks in order to survive in an American academic setting. Therefore, the 
creation of a new scale was unavoidable for this study. 
Since the 20-item oral proficiency scale was created for the present study, and 
since an oral proficiency scale of any comparable form does not seem to exist in the field, 
the process of its construction is described below. 
The construction of the scale was a two-staged process. In the first stage, the 
construct of oral proficiency was defined. In the second stage, the definition was 
operationalized into the present form of the scale. In this section, the first stage is 
described. In the next section, the second stage is detailed. 
The definition of oral proficiency was drafted mainly based on the working 
definition of oral proficiency that has long been utilized by the U.S. Government for the 
assessment of speech ability of its agents in world language training. In this training, the 
ultimate reference point for the assessment of the trainees' speech levels was sought in 
comparison with the speech ability of a well-educated native speaker (WENS). A 
particular trainee's oral proficiency was then defined by the closeness of his or her speech 
ability to, or distance from, that of WENS. The U.S. Government's adoption of WENS as 
the ultimate reference point is understandable. Its aim in agents' language training is to 
educate them to be able diplomats who can hold their own in tough negotiations with 
their counterparts in foreign countries. For the present study, however, it seemed to be 
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more reasonable that an educated native speaker, instead of a well-educated native 
speaker, be adopted as the ultimate reference point. Its population is international 
graduate students who are enrolled at an American university. What is required of them is 
to exhibit oral performance similar to that of their American peers, who seem to be 
properly called educated native speakers with the modification of well removed from the 
term. 
The CIA Language School's Performance Profile reporting form (Higgs & 
Clifford, 1982) lists the following subdomains of oral proficiency: pronunciation, fluency, 
accuracy ( or grammar), vocabulary, sociolinguistic knowledge, and tasks. This list 
provided the basic frame for the component selection in drafting the oral proficiency 
definition. The present study posits that oral proficiency is really subdivided into multiple 
components. Tasks were removed, however, from the component list since they cannot 
be seen as a human ability. To these components was added listening comprehension, 
following the research of Hilton, Grandy, Kline, Liskin-Gasparro, Stupak and Woodford 
(1985). The rationale for this addition is that, without fast and accurate comprehension of 
an interlocutor's utterance, a speaker cannot even decide on how to take his or her next 
tum, responding to the interlocutor, in the first place. 
To make this study's oral proficiency definition as comprehensive as possible, 
reference was also made to the construct of communicative competence that some 
sociolinguists (Bachman & Savignon, 1986; Hymes, 1972, 1974; Lantolf & Frawley, 
1985, 1988; Savignon, 1985) advocate as an alternative to the construct of oral 
proficiency that has been developed by U.S. Government/Educational Testing Service­
based scholars. 
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The term communicative competence was coined by Hymes (1972), who opposed 
the distinction by Chomsky ( 1965) between linguistic competence and linguistic 
performance. Chomsky attributed linguistic competence so�ely to a native speaker's 
ability to generate grammatical structures, and called all the remaining abilities relating to 
language behaviors linguistic performance. To be noted is that linguistic (or grammatical) 
competence here almost sounds like language competence. Thus, Chomsky's comment 
could be interpreted to be that only grammatical competence deserves the name of 
language competence. In fact, the rest of language phenomena was claimed by Chomsky 
to be an aspect of language use (i.e., one way or another of the generative grammar 
interacting with other mental factors such as perception and memory while a real 
utterance is made). What appears to actually occur when a person makes a certain 
utterance in a real social context, however, is that sociolinguistic knowledge such as 
register selects a grammatical form appropriate to a particular social context, and not vice 
versa, as Canale and Swain (1 980) point out. Thus, Hymes assumed communicative 
competence as a more overarching language competence than linguistic competence. 
Consequently, linguistic competence was subsumed by sociolinguistic competence. 
When a speaker makes a verbal interaction with an interlocutor, he or she evaluates a 
social context in which the interaction is situated. Based on this evaluation, his or her 
communicative competence selects an appropriate register, and then selects a particular 
grammatical form and vocabulary which are proper for expressing the register. These 
decisions lead him or her to deliver a grammatically correct and sociolinguistically 
appropriate sentence to the interlocutor. For Hymes (1972, 1974), sociolinguistic 
knowledge thus constitutes the core of communicative competence. Linguistic knowledge 
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(grammar) and other mental functions, such as motivation and volition, cooperate with it 
to make a human utterance socially competent. 
This is the very point that some sociolinguists emphasize when they criticize the 
construct of oral proficiency as conceived by the U.S. Government/ETS-based scholars 
(Bachman & Savigno� 1986; Lantolf & Frawley, 1985, 1988; Savignon, 1985). U.S. 
Government/ETS-based scholars claim that grammatical knowledge is the determinant of 
a language learner's oral proficiency. Higgs and Clifford (1982) assert that a language 
learner's oral proficiency should be assessed at Level 2 on a 6-level scale (0 to 5) if his or 
her grammatical knowledge is Level 2, even if other components are Level 3 or higher. 
For sociolinguists, this is an argument that places an undue emphasis on grammar. 
Sociolinguistic knowledge determines the overall level of real oral performance. It unites 
grammatical knowledge and other components to make oral communication socially 
competent. 
Extending Hyme's (1 972, 1974) view, Canale and Swain (1980) propose four 
main components of communicative competence: Linguistic knowledge (grammar), 
sociolinguistic knowledge, discoursal knowledge, and strategic knowledge. The first two 
components are contained in CIA' s Profile, no matter what relationship may be assumed 
in the profile between linguistic and sociolinguistic knowledge. On the other hand, the 
last two components are not. Strategic knowledge is similar to strategies of 
communication. As such, it constitutes part of language learning strategies. It therefore 
belongs to general cognitive faculty rather than language faculty itself. On the other hand, 
discoursal knowledge seems to be an important component of oral competence that CIA' s 
Profile omitted. Therefore, this element was added to make the oral proficiency definition 
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more comprehensive. Following Canale and Swain (1980), cohesion and coherence were 
considered sufficient for considering the discourse component at the present level of the 
studies on the topic. According to Widdowson ( 1 978), cohesion is the consistent 
propositional development of a discourse, and is sustained by the appropriate use of 
certain grammatical/syntactic devices such as pronouns, conjunctions, ellipsis, and the 
proper placement of new and old information in a sentence. Coherence is the consistent 
illocutionary development of a discourse. The illocutionary force of an utterance is a 
speaker's true intent to make the utterance, and very often is only covertly expressed. 
"You are a good man" may hide a variety of covert speaker intents behind its literal 
meaning. The speaker's intentions constitute the illocutionary force of an utterance. 
With the discoursal component added, the definition of oral proficiency for the 
present study had the following final form: A language learner's oral proficiency is a 
degree of its closeness to, or distance from, an educated native speaker's ability to 
comprehend and produce a phonologically and grammatically correct and 
sociolinguistically appropriate utterance with ease, at a good speed, and with adequate 
vocabulary, so as to participate fully in discourse that is both cohesive and coherent. 
Operationalization of the Oral Proficiency Definition 
into the Oral Proficiency Scale 
The operationalization of the oral proficiency definition into the present oral 
proficiency scale was made as follows. First, the number of the statements that composed 
the scale was decided to be 20. Then, more items were allocated to the sociolinguistic 
component than any other component. This decision was made based on Hymes' (1 972) 
contention that sociolinguistic knowledge constitutes the basis for communicative 
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competence, which is equated to oral proficiency in this study. The rest of the scale items 
were equally divided among each of the other components, even though this equality was 
not exactly maintained in the final version of the proficiency scale. Then, the sampling of 
scale items from each component domain was made. 
After a substantial effort to find appropriate pronunciation items, it became 
obvious that it was very difficult, if not entirely impossible, at this point to offer 
participants simple criteria by which they could objectively self-assess native-likeness of 
their own pronunciation. Therefore, the effort to include the pronunciation component in 
the planned oral proficiency scale was abandoned. 
Sociolinguistic items were sampled in reference to such studies as Bachman and 
Savignon (1986), Hannerz (1973), Holmes and Brown (1974), Paulston (1974), and 
Stratten (1977). The present researcher's own experiences in learning ESL were used in 
selecting and wording items. 
Fluency items were sampled in reference to the present researcher's own 
experiences of using English for communication as well as his observations of English 
communication by other ESL speakers. 
Most accuracy ( or grammar) items were sampled from second/world language 
learners' morphology learning. This decision was based on the general understanding 
among second language acquisition researchers about the difficulty of acquisition of 
certain morphological items, typically argued by Krashen (1995). One item was added to 
assess participants' ability to use complicated grammatical structures in a debate. 
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The vocabulary items were sampled from the present researcher's own 
experiences about vocabulary learning as well as his observations of the same learning by 
other ESL speakers. 
Comprehension items were sampled in reference to the study by Hilton, Grandy, 
Kline, Liskin-Gasparro, Stupak, and Woodford (1985). Their instrument consisted of two 
parts, one of which was a I O-item comprehension inventory. Only two items out of 10 
were eventually sampled from the inventory because the remaining items did not meet 
the high level of ESL proficiency that the target population of the present study seems to 
generally enjoy. 
An intense effort was made to sample appropriate discourse items from several 
studies that dealt with second language learners' ·utterances from the discoursal point of 
view (Akindele, 1996; Bums, Gollin, & Joyce, 1997; Carter, 1997; Gardner, 1997). 
However, no item was found that seemed to pass a validity test. (In order for an item to 
be valid for the measurement of second language learners' oral proficiency as defined 
above, native speakers' scores on the item have to cluster around the highest end of the 
score continuum. In contrast, those of second language learners have to range widely 
from low to high.) For this reason, the discoursal component was not included in the final 
version of the oral proficiency scale. 
Eventually, 7 sociolinguistic items, 4 fluency items, 4 accuracy items, 3 
vocabulary items, and 2 comprehension items constituted the present oral proficiency 
scale (Appendix C). 
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Key Points from the Review of the Literature 
One goal of this literature review was to explain the process in which A-analysis 
was conceived by the principal researcher through the review of the related literature. 
Another goal was to explain the process in which oral proficiency scale pivotal to 
conduct A-analysis was constructed for this study. From this review, the reader should be 
aware of several key points that follow: 
• A-analysis was developed for this study by the principal researcher based on the 
foundational works of Anderson (1982), Ellis (1993), Green and Oxford (1995), 
and O'Malley and Chamot (1990). This study applies the analysis to identifying 
the nature of internal input processing that is associated with oral proficiency 
enhancement. Does this attempt turn out to be a success? 
• Ellis' (1993) weak interface position (which claims that linguistic input 
processing is mainly implicit even though explicit processing plays a limited role 
in language acquisition) was supported in the review of the literature, with the 
results combined from several previous studies which dealt with the relationship 
between language proficiency and language learning strategies (Bialystok, 198 1; 
Bremner, 1999; Green & Oxford, 1995; Politzer & McGroarty, 1985; Bremner, 
1999). Is the same position supported when this study examines the relationship 
between oral proficiency and the two groups of strategies (i.e., cognitive and 
functional-use strategies) to identify the nature of input processing that relates to 
oral proficiency enhancement? 
• Some cognitive strategies had a positive correlation to language proficiency and 
others did not (Bremner, 1999; Green & Oxford, 1995). However, cognitive 
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strategies, conceived as a reflection of internal mental operations, should 
categorically have a positive correlation to language proficiency. Does this occur 
when the relationship between cognitive strategies and oral proficiency is 
examined? 
• Cognitive strategies were seen to be a cause of learner errors by some researchers 
(Corder, 1967; Selinker, 1972), and a key to success in language learning by other 
researchers (Rubin, 1975). Does this study provide a finding that may help to 
consider this problem? 
• Green and Oxford ( 1995) report that there are some cognitive strategies that are 
used by most learners, irrespective of their language proficiency levels. 
Is a similar result obtained when the relationship is examined between oral 
proficiency and cognitive strategies? 
• Functional-use strategies generally showed a positive relationship with language 
proficiency in previous studies (Bialystok, 1981; Green & Oxford, 1995; Politzer 
& McGroarty, 1985). Is the same result obtained when the relationship between 
oral proficiency and functional-use strategies is examined? 
• O'Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, Russo, and Kupper (1985) report a 
mixed result of their experiment about the teachability of language learning 
strategies. Do the results of data analysis of this study provide any implications 
for the teaching of language learning strategies? 
• The oral proficiency scale that was constructed for this study is supposed to 
adequately measure research participants' levels of oral proficiency. Credibility of 
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this scale is one crucial key to the success of this study. Validity is assessed using 
the De Jong-Glas (1987) criterion. Reliability is assessed using Cronbach's alpha. 
• Two components of oral proficiency (pronunciation and discourse), which were 
added to its definition following the studies by Higgs and Clifford (1982) and 
Canale and Swain (1980) respectively, were omitted in constructing the oral 
proficiency scale. Does this affect the validity of the scale? 
• This study assumes that oral proficiency consists of independent components even 
though they interact with each other. Higgs and Clifford (1982) assume 
convergence of components at least among advanced language learners. The 
research results may help consider which view truly is the case. 
• The sociolinguistic component outweighed the other components in the oral 
proficiency scale, following the idea of communicative competence proposed by 
Hymes (1972, 1 _974). How does it affect the validity of the scale? 
Summary 
In this chapter, a history of language learning strategy studies was first reviewed. 
Then, it was shown that one development of the studies led to the recognition of one 
oddity about the learner use of the two groups of strategies ( cognitive strategies and 
functional-use strategies) when the use was examined in relation to language proficiency. 
A-analysis was created by the present researcher during the process to plausibly interpret 
this oddity. A-analysis was understood to be an adequate method to clarify the nature of 
internal input processing that is associated with the enhancement of language proficiency. 
The rationale for the application of A-analysis to the present study, where oral 
proficiency is at issue instead of language proficiency, was then presented. This 
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application laid the basis for the present study, in which the sustainability of the three 
traditional positions on the nature of learner internal input processing is examined in 
relation to oral proficiency. Then, the construction process of the oral proficiency scale 
was described. This scale was created to conveniently assess a research participant's level 
of oral proficiency, which is a necessary step for conducting A-analysis. The chapter 
ended with noting several key points that should be remembered fr�m the body of 
research and theory reviewed in this chapter. Chapter III will present the methods and the 
procedures that were used for collecting and analyzing data for testing the hypotheses. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
Introduction 
Chapter I set forth two null hypotheses to be tested in this study along with the 
two corresponding alternative hypotheses. �e two null hypotheses are: 
( I )  Oral proficiency has zero correlation to the use of cognitive language learning 
strategies. 
(2) Oral proficiency has zero correlation to the use of functional-use language 
learning strategies. 
The two alternative hypotheses corresponding to these null hypotheses are: 
(3) Oral proficiency has a positive correlation to the use of cognitive language 
learning strategies. 
(4) Oral proficiency has a positive correlation to the use of functional-use 
language learning strategies. 
This chapter describes the methods and the procedures necessary to test these hypotheses. 
To empirically test the above hypotheses, an appropriate population first needed 
to be determined. The present study selected UTK international graduate students as its 
research population. This chapter starts with the explanation of the rationale for this 
selection. Then, it describes the process in which 175 subjects were sampled from the 
population, with the UTK 2003/2004 Student Directory being used as the frame of 
reference for the selection. It then describes the data collection procedures. 
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To assess respondents' levels of oral proficiency, based on their self-report, an 
oral proficiency scale was created for this study. This scale was pilot tested by the 
principal investigator before it was included in the instrument (Appendix C). 
Because the oral proficiency scale was newly constructed for this study, a validity 
and reliability check was conducted before the collected data were analyzed for 
hypothesis testing. This chapter explains all steps undertaken for this procedure. 
The chapter explains all main steps of data analyses for testing the research 
hypotheses. Based on the results of this hypothesis testing, A-analysis was conducted to 
identify the nature of learner internal input processing that is associated with the 
enhancement of oral proficiency. The chapter also explains B-analysis, or an item-by­
item examination of the relationship between oral proficiency and each cognitive strategy. 
B-analysis was conducted to determine if there were any concrete mental operations that 
are associated with the enhancement of oral proficiency. A-analysis, combined with B­
analysis, provided information pivotal to draw a comprehensive (albeit preliminary) 
picture of the internal language learning process by which a second language learner 
comes to acquire oral proficiency in a target language. 
The chapter ends with a description of the steps taken for examining the 
relationship between demographic factors and oral proficiency on one hand, and between 
them and language learning strategies on the other. 
Population 
The main effort of the present study was directed to investigating the relationship 
of oral proficiency with cognitive learning strategies on one hand, and with functional-
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use strategies on the other. The population that was appropriate to this investigation 
needed to satisfy at least the following three requirements. 
1 .  It is a population of second language learners. These learners ·are in a situation 
where they generally feel the strong need to use a target language (TL) for real 
communication. In other words, they use functional-use strategies more often than 
other types of language learners do. 
2. It is a population which uses many language learning strategies, including 
cognitive learning strategies. Such a population is generally that of advanced 
language learners. 
3 .  It i s  a population which this researcher can access. 
To these three, one more requirement needed to be added in consideration of the 
main data analysis method that was used in the present study, factor analysis. 
4. It is a population from which a sample is obtained that is large enough that factor 
analysis can be applied. According to Kline (1994), 100 is the minimum sample 
size for factor analysis. 
The international students at The University of Tennessee at Knoxville (UTK.) 
appeared to satisfy all of these four requirements. They are speakers of English as a 
second language; they have met the minimum English proficiency of TOEFL scores of 
500 (for undergraduate students) or 550 (for graduate students); they could be accessed 
by the present researcher; and a sample size of 100 seemed to be obtainable during the 
projected research period. For this reason, the present researcher decided to use the above 
as the target population. 
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Cultural differences may influence the language learner's use of language 
learning strategies (Bremner, 1999; Politzer & McGroarty, 1985). To control this 
extraneous factor, it was decided for this study that actual subjects would be selected 
from a grand population of UTK. international students whose L 1 is Chinese, Korean, or 
Japanese. This decision was expected to limit most subjects for the present study to those 
international students who come from Hong Kong, Mainland China, Taiwan, Korea and 
Japan .. (These areas constitute the unitary East Asian cultural block.) 
The subject limitation by nationalities better controls cultural influence on results 
of data analysis. The limitation by L 1 s might allow the inclusion of some subjects whose 
L 1 is Chinese, Korean, or Japanese, but whose home country is not in East Asia. This is 
especially true in the case of Chinese-speaking students who may well be from an area 
outside of East Asia, such as Indonesia, Malaysia, and Singapore. The nature of the frame 
of reference used to select potential subjects did not allow for the subject limitation based 
on nationalities, however. (The next section presents the reason for this point.) 
Sample 
The UTK. Student Directory for 2003/2004 constituted the frame of reference for 
the present study. This directory consists ofUTK students' names, mailing addresses, e­
mail addresses, phone numbers, majors, and classifications (such as junior, senior, and 
graduate). However, it does not contain demographic information such as gender, age, 
and nationality. Therefore, the information in the directory made it impossible to limit the 
subjects by nationalities. 
From this directory, 346 students were selected whose family names appeared to 
be Chinese, Korean, or Japanese. The selection was made based on the researcher's 
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knowledge about typical Chinese, Korean, and Japanese personal names. These students 
were defined in this study as those students whose LI is Chinese, Korean, or Japanese. 
One serious problem with the 2003/2004 UTK Student Directory was that its 
information was based on student registration records at the start of the fall semester, 
2003. The projected data collection period for the present study, on the other hand, was 
March 2004. Because students move frequently, many mailing addresses had to be 
updated. Fortunately, the Student Data Recourses (SDR) of the UTK Registrar's Office 
provided a list of seemingly non-American graduate students who lived in the four major 
UTK apartment complexes at the start of the 2004 spring semester. Therefore, 206 
international students whose mailing addresses were one of the four major UTK 
apartment complexes were further identified from the first list of 346 international 
students. The names and mailing addresses of these students were compared with those 
provided by the SDR. Using this procedure, the names and the mailing addresses of the 
international graduate students who lived in the four UTK apartments were updated. 
However, no means were found whereby the names and the mailing addresses of 
undergraduate students could be updated. Therefore, undergraduate students were 
removed from the list. Thus, the final list of potential subjects contained 197 international 
graduate students who lived in one of the four UTK. apartment complexes at the start of 
the spring semester, 2004, and whose LI  was Chinese, Korean, or Japanese. 
This list was further reduced to a list of 170 students by systematic random 
sampling. The ratio among the three LI  groups was kept intact in the sampling. However, 
only 4 Japanese students remained after the reduction process. Therefore, it was decided 
that all Japanese graduate students in the student directory would be included in the 
69 
sample. There were 10 of them excluding the present researcher. One hundred seventy-
five students (127 Chinese, 38 Koreans, and 10 Japanese) constituted the final _sample for 
the present study. 
Native Speaker Control 
Twenty native English speakers were selected by the present researcher and 
volunteered to be the control group. The main purpose for this control group was to 
obtain the ultimate reference point with which the scores of non-native speaker 
participants on the oral proficiency scale could be compared. This step was necessary for 
determining validity of the scale. The oral proficiency scale was created for the present 
study to measure non-native speakers' English oral proficiency by evaluating the 
closeness of their English oral perfonnance to, or its remoteness from, that of educated 
native English speakers. For the scale to be valid, then, scores of most native speakers 
should fall to the high end of the score continuum, whereas those of non-native speakers 
should be widely distributed from low to high (De Jong & Glas, 1987). Native speaker 
control was thus necessary to verify that the scale would be capable of discriminating 
among oral proficiency levels. 
A native speaker control group was also helpful in interpreting non-native 
speakers' way( s) of using language learning strategies because it provided one important 
reference point with which non-native speakers' strategy use could be compared. Native 
speaker subjects who participated in the survey mentioned below were students in two 
classes in graduate programs in the College of Education, Health, and Human Sciences at 
UTK. 
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Instrument 
The Questionnaire 
To test null hypotheses ( 1 )  and (2) against alternative hypotheses (3) and (4), two 
kinds of data needed to be collected from the study subjects: the subjects' levels of oral 
proficiency and their use of the two groups of strategies ( cognitive language learning 
strategies and functional-use language learning strategies). To collect the first set of data, 
a 20-item pencil-and-paper scale for measuring oral proficiency was constructed. To 
collect the second set of data, 31 items were selected from the Strategy Inventory for 
Language Leaming (SILL), Version for English Speakers Learning a New Language 
(Oxford, 1 990). These two components were combined in a questionnaire which also 
included eight demographic items. Thus, a three-section, 519-item questionnaire, mostly 
answerable using a 5-point Likert scale, was prepared for data collection (Appendix A). 
In Section I of the questionnaire, the following eight demographic questions were 
asked: gender, age, L l ,  length of residence (LOR) in English-speaking countries, 
language spoken at home, age of onset of English language learning, existence of a native 
speaker as a friend, and amount of daily contact with native English speakers. (Many of 
these items are external factors that have been traditionally studied in L2 acquisition 
research in relation to the enhancement of L2 proficiency.) These factors were examined 
in relation to both oral proficiency and language learning strategies in the data analyses. 
Item 8, which asked about the amount of daily contact with native English speakers the 
day before the research participation, had a hidden purpose in addition to data collection. 
Burgess, Haney, Snyder, Sullivan, and Transue (2000) report that asking a very specific 
piece of information, such as the national election date when a subject last voted, may 
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reduce the rate of deception in survey responses. In keeping with this suggestion, Item 8 
specifically asked for the number of native speakers to whom a subject had actually 
talked the day before the research participation, as a means of reducing deceptive 
responses. (Chapter IV will report that the frequency distribution of the non-native 
speaker participants' choices for Item 8 fell within an acceptable range.) 
The 20-item summative scale for rating a participant's level of oral proficiency 
was placed in Section II of the questionnaire. In responding to these items, a participant 
self-assesses the frequency at which a verbal action relating to English oral 
communication is applicable to him or her, using a 5-point Likert scale. Points (from O to 
4) obtained for each item are totaled. These total points are taken to be an index of a 
participant's level of oral proficiency. Chapter II described the construction of this oral 
proficiency scale. The scale was pilot tested before its inclusion in the questionnaire. 
In Section III of the questionnaire, a 3 1 -item inventory of language learning 
strategies was placed. All items were selected from the SILL, Version for English 
Speakers Leaming a New Language (Oxford, 1990). Written permission for the use of 
the SILL was given to the researcher by Oxford, the author of the SILL (Appendix B). 
The SILL is a summative rating scale for measuring a language learner's use of language 
learning strategies. A language learner self-assesses the frequency at which he or she uses 
each of the listed language learning strategies, on a 5-point Likert scale. The total score 
of the 3 1  items indicates the degree to which a language learner uses particular language 
learning strategies when he or she studies a new language. 
There are two versions of the SILL: the SILL for English Speakers Leaming a 
New Language, and the SILL for Speakers of Other Languages Learning English. The 
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present study used the former, as was mentioned above. This version was chosen because 
the level of English in the latter version did not seem to match the high level of English 
literacy of the target population of the present study. 
The SILL, Version for English Speakers, consists of six sections. Each section 
groups a different type of strategies, with 80 items being asked in all. Because the present 
study just focused on two groups of language learning strategies (i.e., cognitive strategies 
and functional-use strategies), only 3 1  items out of 80 were selected. Most cognitive 
strategy items for the questionnaire were selected from Part B in the SILL, which groups 
cognitive strategies. However, one item was selected from Part C (the compensation 
strategy section). This item refers to guessing from context. To the present researcher's 
knowledge, guessing from context is usually understood as a cognitive strategy rather 
than a compensation strategy. A total of 17  items was selected to measure cognitive 
strategies on the questionnaire. 
There is no separate section for functional-use strategies on the SILL. Some are 
included in Part B (the cognitive strategy section), and others are included in Part D (the 
metacognitive strategy section). There are also a few items in Part F (the social strategy 
section) on the SILL that refer to those strategies which are observed among people who 
learn a new language by actively using it in a real setting. All of these items were selected 
as functional-use strategies for the questionnaire. A total of 14 items was chosen to 
measure functional-use strategies. Many SILL items were rephrased so that they would 
fit into a concise format on the present questionnaire. 
Four versions of translation (i. e. , translations for Traditional Chinese, Simplified 
Chinese, Korean, and Japanese) were prepared in case participants could not understand 
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English statements (Appendices D, E, F, and G). Traditional Chinese and Simplified 
Chinese are different written systems of Mandarin Chinese. Taiwanese generally have a 
difficult time reading Simplified Chinese. People from Mainland China can guess the 
meaning of Traditional Chinese, but are generally not sure of the exact meaning of what 
they read in Traditional Chinese. Participants were asked to refer to a translation if and 
only if they were not sure what an English statement really meant. These directions were 
given to the subjects on a strip of paper clipped on the English questionnaire (Appendix 
H). 
The questionnaire was translated into Traditional Chinese by Mr. Szu-Lung 
Chang and Ms. Lee-Sung Liao, both of whom were UTK. Taiwanese international 
students (Mr. Szu-Lung was a junior; Ms. Lee-Sung Liao was a graduate student). Their 
translation was then recoded into Simplified Chinese using Chinese word processing 
software. The questionnaire was translated into Korean by Ms. Sunhee Choi, who was a 
Ph.D. candidate in World Languages/ESL Education. Finally, the questionnaire was 
translated into Japanese by the principal investigator. 
The Pilot Study of the Oral Proficiency Scale 
After it was constructed by the process explained in Chapter II, the oral 
proficiency scale was pilot tested before its inclusion in the questionnaire. 
Toe pilot test was conducted from late September through early December, 2003. 
Eight UTK international students and eight UTK. native English speaker students 
completed the oral proficiency scale (Appendix C) during that period. Both categories of 
subjects participated in the study on a voluntary basis on the UTK campus or while on a 
bus by which UTK. students who live in off-campus university apartment complexes 
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commute to and from campus every day. All participants read and signed a document that 
informed them of the pilot study before their participation (Appendix I). Because the 
target population of the present study consisted of UTK. international students from East 
Asia, pilot test participants were not included in the target research group. Non-native 
speaker participants ranged from a first-year college student to graduate students. Native 
English speaker participants ranged from juniors to graduate students. Before a non­
native speaker was asked to participate, he or she was invited to have a short informal 
conversation with the researcher. In this conversation, the researcher made a quick 
assessment of the non-native speaker's level of oral proficiency. This step was taken in 
order to obtain non-native participants with a wide range of proficiency levels. When a 
native speaker was asked to participate, the only proficiency check was educational level 
(i.e. , junior or higher). This step was taken because native speaker participants needed to 
be categorized as educated native speakers. 
The results of this pilot test were as follows: 
First, Cronbach's alpha on the oral proficiency scale for eight non-native 
participants was .9057. This statistic shows the high reliability of the scale. 
Second, validity was checked using the idea proposed by De Jong and Glas 
(1987), who claim that when the construct validity of a language test where native­
speakers' performance is the ultimate reference point for assessment is at issue, native 
speaker scores should cluster at the highest end of the score continuum. In contrast, non­
native speakers' scores should range from low to high, ideally forming a normal curve. 
Table 1 shows, item by item, the difference in score distribution between non-native and 
native speakers that resulted from the pilot test. When an item-by-item inspection was 
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Table 1 
Item Score Frequencies of Non-Native and Native Speakers in the Pilot Test of the Oral 
Proficiency Scale 
Non-Native Scores Native Scores 
Item 0 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4 
1 3 1 4 1 7 
2 1 1 1 4 1 8 
3 1 5 2 1 2 5 
4 2 2 3 1 5 3 
5 2 3 3 8 
6 1 5 2 3 2 2 1 
7 1 2 1 3 1 3 5 
8 1 2 1 2 2 6 2 
9 1 1 2 3 1 4 4 
10  2 1 2 3 1 7 
1 1  2 3 3 1 7 
12  1 2 4 1 2 6 
13  1 2 1 4 1 7 
14 1 2 1 1 3 3 5 
1 5  1 1 2 2 2 1 7 
16  4 2 2 1 7 
1 7  2 2 1 3 8 
1 8  1 3 2 2 8 
1 9  1 2 2 1 2 1 1 6 
20 1 3 3 1 1 1 6 
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made with the De Jong-Glas criterion in mind, most items passed the validity test except 
for Item 6. On 15 items, native English speakers' scores clustered at 3 or 4, whereas non­
native speakers' scores ranged widely from O or 1 to 4. On Items 3, 1 1, and 16, non­
native speakers' scores were clustered into a narrower range. However, even on these 
items, an extreme negative skewness of the distribution of the native speaker scores was 
conspicuous when it was compared with the non-native speaker score distribution. Thus, 
the only item that failed the De Jong-Glas validity test was Item 6. On this item, there 
was no difference in score distribution between non-native and native speakers. In both 
groups, scores ranged from low to high. And, in both groups, the scores were positively 
skewed to the low end of the score continuum (see Table 1). 
Item 6 is a fluency item that asks non-native speakers whether or not they make 
sentences shorter when they speak English. To this question, most native English 
speakers answered that they actually did so. The real intent of this item is to ask non­
native speakers whether they deliberately make sentences shorter so that they can 
maintain fluency in their English conversation. On the other hand, fluency might not be 
the main reason when native speakers make their sentences shorter in their English 
conversations. Longer sentences do not appear to affect native speaker fluency much in 
the present researcher's estimation. Thus, the phrase ''to talk fluently" was added to the 
original Item 6 statement in the hope that this addition would make many native speakers 
shy away from marking a high frequency on the item (Appendix A). 
After this modification, the oral proficiency scale was placed in Section II of the 
questionnaire. 
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The SILL 
The Strategies Inventory for Language Leaming or the SILL (Oxford, 1 990) is a 
summative rating scale that consists of items asking participants the frequency of use of 
language learning strategies. Participants answer each item on a 5-point Likert scale. The 
SILL is actually a package in which the inventory comes with a trial (a short example 
inventory), a self-scoring worksheet, a worksheet for profiling the results, and a 
worksheet for graphing the results. Participants score, profile, and graph the results on 
their own in such a way that they immediately know their traits on the use of language 
learning strategies. The SILL package actually is a set of activities to be used in one class 
period. Data are collected while students engage in a set of pencil-and-paper activities for 
finding their characteristic use of language learning strategies. 
One outstanding psychometric feature of the SILL, Version for English Speakers, 
is its high reliability. Its reliability coefficient (Cronbach's alpha) is reported to be .9 1 
to .95 (Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995). Considering its wide range of applications to a 
variety of populations in previous studies, keeping this level of reliability is an 
exceptional achievement. This is one reason that this inventory was used for this study as 
the tool to measure the participants' strategy use. However, it should be noted that the 
investigator did not use the instrument intact. Removal of items resulted in a Cronbach' s 
alpha of .87, still high enough to lend credibility to results. 
The items of the SILL, Version for English Speakers, are subdivided into six 
categories: memory strategies (Part A), cognitive strategies (Part B), compensation 
strategies (Part C), metacognitive strategies (Part D), affective strategies (Part E), and 
social strategies (Part F). These categories of the SILL are based on the results of factor 
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analysis, and not on theoretical deduction (Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1 995). The 
classification of learning strategies on the SILL thus reflects the interpretation of items by 
the learners that the author of the SILL actually researched. This is one of the desirable 
features of the SILL. 
On the other ban� there seems to be a small, disconcerting byproduct of using 
factor analysis for data analysis of the SILL. The items that conceptually could be seen to 
belong to cognitive strategies seem to be sometimes classified in other strategy categories. 
Thus, the cognitive strategies category (Part B) may be conceptually logical but there is 
no guarantee that its contents represent a cohesive statistical factor. In addition, there is 
no separate section for functional-use strategies. The items of this strategy group seem to 
be scattered over several SILL categories. This feature of the SILL necessitated that the 
items for Section II of the questionnaire used for the present study, be selected from 
multiple sections of the SILL. 
Data Collection Procedures 
In mid-March, 2004, the questionnaire was mailed to 175 students who were 
selected by the process explained in the Sample section of this chapter. In an envelope, 
one copy of the cover letter (Appendix J), one copy of the questionnaire (Appendix A), 
one or two copies of translation of the questionnaire (Appendices D, E, F, and G), one 
self-addressed stamped envelope for the return of the completed questionnaire, and one 
soft drink coupon (Appendix K) were enclosed. In the envelopes for Chinese subjects, 
two translation copies were enclosed: one copy of the Traditional Chinese translation 
(Appendix D) and one copy of the Simplified Chinese translation (Appendix E). This 
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procedure was necessary because the list of the sample for the present study did not 
identify subjects' nationalities. 
The cover letter briefly explained such things as the purpose and the significance 
of the study, the procedure for participation, the significance and the benefit of 
participation, participant confidentiality, lack of risk in the participation, rigid control of 
accessibility to stored answers, and contact information ( see Appendix J). It also 
instructed participants to respond to, and send back, the English version of the 
questionnaire, reminding them that a translation should be referred to only when the 
meaning of an English statement was unclear to them. As was previously mentioned, a 
similar reminder was printed on a strip of paper clipped on the English questionnaire 
(Appendix H). 
A serial number was printed on the back of each envelope for the return of the 
questionnaire. This serial number was the same as the number assigned to each subject on 
the mailing address list. When the questionnaire was actually returned to the researcher, a 
completed copy of the questionnaire and a numbered envelope that had enclosed it were 
stored in separate cardboard boxes in a secure area of the researcher's home. 
A reminder needed to be sent to each subject who did not return the questionnaire. 
For this purpose, the researcher needed to match the returned envelopes' serial numbers 
to those numbers assigned to the sampled students since he needed to know who did not 
return the questionnaire. However, he never looked into the inside of the cardboard box 
where completed copies of the questionnaire were stored. This cardboard box was kept 
untouched until data collection was over. In this way, the researcher was able to know 
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who had not yet participated in the research. However, there was no way for him to know 
who made what particular responses. 
A coupon was enclosed with a copy of the questionnaire as an incentive for 
participation (Appendix K). A participant was able to exchange the coupon for an 80¢ 
soft drink at the Sweet Shop on the second floor lobby of the University Center at The 
University of Tennessee, Knoxville (UTK). 
About one week before the mailing of the questionnaire, an invitation letter was 
sent to each subject ( Appendix L ), and served as an introduction to the research. The 
questionnaire was then sent to all subjects. The first reminder was mailed 1 0  days after 
the first mailing of the questionnaire. The same documents, excluding a coupon, were 
enclosed in the second mailing. The second reminder was sent about 1 0  days after the 
first reminder. This reminder contained the same documents as the first reminder.· 
To create a control group, 20 American graduate students in two intact classes 
were asked to participate in the present research study in the College of Education, 
Health, and Human Sciences at UTK in mid to late March. Advance consent to 
administer the questionnaire was obtained by the researcher from the instructor of the 
classes. Each participant was handed an envelope in which two copies of an invitation 
letter (Appendix M), one copy of the questionnaire, and a coupon were enclosed. The 
participants were asked to complete their responses in the classrooms, during 10 minutes 
of scheduled class time. Since they were asked in person to participate, they were asked 
to sign one copy of the invitation letter, and return it with a completed copy of the 
questionnaire to the researcher. The participants were asked to keep the other copy of the 
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invitation letter so that they would be able to inquire about the research at any time, based 
on the infonnation given in the copy. 
Several items on the questionnaire that were obviously meaningless for native 
English speakers were crossed out ahead of time by the researcher, and the participants 
were reminded that they should skip those items. A strip of paper explaining this 
procedure was clipped on each copy of the questionnaire (Appendix N). 
Data Analysis Procedures 
The data analysis in this study centered on the testing of the null hypotheses (1)  
and (2) against the alternative hypotheses (3) and (4) to conduct A-analysis. To examine 
the hypotheses, data analysis was conducted in two steps. In the first step, the validity and 
the reliability of the oral proficiency scale was examined. This step was extremely 
important, considering that an oral proficiency scale was created for the present study, 
and as such had yet to be established in terms of both validity and reliability. The 
hypotheses were then tested for A-analysis in the second step. 
After the hypothesis testing, two more analyses were conducted. One was B­
analysis, or the examination of the relationship between oral proficiency and each 
learning strategy. The other was the examination of the relationship between 
demographic factors and oral proficiency on one hand, and between them and language 
learning strategies on the other. Each analysis is described below. 
Validity Check of the Oral Proficiency Scale 
If the construct validity of an instrument for measuring a certain human ability is 
to identify the exact domain from which behaviors relating to that ability are sampled for 
a test construction (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994), the determination of the inclusion of 
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the components that constitute native speaker oral proficiency is imperative for sustaining 
the construct validity of an oral proficiency scale. Items to be included in test 
construction must be selected from each component field. The construct validity check of 
the present oral proficiency scale lies, first and foremost, in a theoretical examination of 
the rationale for the inclusion of each component of the scale .. This examination was 
made in the process in which the definition of oral proficiency was determined in Chapter 
II. The identification of the components was made based on the research results available 
to date in the relevant literature. Therefore, the selected components could be said to 
reflect the best knowledge available about the nature of oral proficiency. Pronunciation 
and discourse components were removed from the scale. This deletion obviously 
weakens the construct validity of the scale used in this study. 
There was one quantitative method available to check the construct validity of the 
study' s oral proficiency scale, based on the research by de Jong and Glas (1987). This 
method was not sufficient for determining the construct validity of the present scale, but 
it was a necessary part of the process. The ultimate reference point for measuring non­
native speakers' oral proficiency was the communicative competence of educated native 
speakers as measured on the present scale. The level of non-native speakers' oral 
proficiency was measured by how close or remote their communicative performance was 
to that of native speakers. Educated native speakers' scores on the scale should cluster 
either at the highest end of the score continuum or at least somewhere very close to it. In 
contrast, the scores of non-native speakers would have to be scattered widely from low to 
high, ideally forming a normal curve. In this study, thus, the construct validity of the oral 
proficiency scale was quantitatively tested by examining how the scores of native as well 
83 
as non-native speakers were distributed. This was accomplished by tallying the score 
frequencies of both native and non-native speakers. Frequency graphs for both groups 
were also drawn to visually compare the two distributions. 
Additionally, the construct validity of the scale was checked by identifying the 
relationship between oral proficiency and a few demographic items (i.e. ,  LOR, home 
language, and the onset of English learning). These demographic factors are generally 
thought to relate to oral proficiency. 
Examining concurrent validity is another good way to quantitatively check the 
present scale's construct validity. However, conducting an Oral Proficiency Interview 
(OPI) or a Simulated Oral Proficiency Interview (SOPI) together with the present scale 
exceeded both time and budget limitations of the study. Therefore neither test was done. 
Reliability Check of the Oral Proficiency Scale 
If the construct validity of a test can be defined as the exact identification of a 
domain from which test items are drawn (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994), the reliability of 
a test may be defined as the extent to which a sample of items from the domain reflects 
the true score of the domain. The true score is operationalized as the sum of all the items 
that constitute the domain (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Then, conceptually speaking, 
how selected items reflect the true score of the domain can be identified by computing 
the portion of the variance of the true score so defined, that is explainable by a linear 
combination of selected items. Based on this reasoning, Cronbach (1951) formulated 
what is generally called Cronbach's alpha. This is an index of the extent to which a linear 
combination of all test items reflects the true score of the domain from which test items 
are drawn. The reliability of the oral proficiency scale used in this study, which was a 
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linear combination of 20 sampled items, was thus quantitatively assessed by computing 
Cronbach' s alpha. This index showed the extent to which the participants' scores on the 
scale reflected the true score of the UTK international students' oral proficiency. 
There is one problem in the use of Cronbach's alpha It assumes that the ability to 
test is uni-dimensional. The oral proficiency of the population of the present study may 
be uni-dimensional based on Higgs and Cliford (1982). They claim that different 
components of oral proficiency tend to converge in speakers with high oral proficiency. 
International graduate students at an American university are generally thought to be 
successful language learners since they have met the minimum language requirement of 
TOEFL scores being 550. However, different components of oral proficiency, even 
though related to each other, might sustain their own independencies fairly strongly even 
in learners with high oral proficiency. To see which really was the case in the present 
study, dimensionality of the oral proficiency scores was examined by using factor 
analysis. (Factor analysis is explained in the following section.) If the scale is multi­
dimensional, scale items should be grouped in accordance with componential differences. 
If the multi-dimensionality in fact surfaces, the reliability coefficient (Cronbach's alpha) 
needs to be accepted with caution. (Generally speaking, multidimensionality tends to 
lower a reliability coefficient.) Because there is no convenient and credible test for 
examining the reliability of a multidimensional test, Cronbach' s alpha for each 
component was decided to be presented along with that of the whole test when 
multidimensionality resulted. 
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Basics of Factor Analysis 
After the legitimacy of collected data was established by the validity and 
reliability check of the oral proficiency scale, the relationship between the learners' use 
of the two groups of language learning strategies and their oral proficiency levels was 
examined in two ways. First, factor analysis was c�nducted to empirically define 
functional-use strategies and cognitive strategies; second, multiple correlation R's were 
computed between oral proficiency and these two groups of strategies. Simple correlation 
r between oral proficiency and a total of the scores on the items that belonged to each of 
the two strategy groups was additionally computed to provide a supplementary source for 
the hypothesis testing based on multiple R 's. Because it is relatively rare for factor 
analysis to be employed in the field of educational studies, a general description of factor 
analysis is presented before the steps in data analysis are explained. This description of 
factor analysis is based on Nunnally (1967) and Harman (1960). 
Factor analysis is based on the Product-Moment (PM) correlation. When merely 
one variable is assumed as the cause of a target variable, a researcher correlates the two 
variables by using the PM correlation formula to see if the former variable in fact can be 
a candidate for the cause of the latter. When several variables are assumed to affect a 
target variable, a researcher linearly combines these several variables and correlates the 
combination to a target variable to see if these variables, as a group, can be a candidate 
for the cause. This is the basis for multiple regression analysis. When one overarching 
variable is assumed to underlie several variables, a researcher linearly combines these 
variables and correlates the combination to each of the several variables. A resultant 
correlation coefficient ·is seen to be an index of how much each variable is affected by the 
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underlying variable. (This correlation coefficient is often called factor loading.) This third 
procedure constitutes the basis for factor analysis. The term.factor in factor analysis thus 
means a latent overarching variable that is assumed to underlie all relevant variables. The 
factor in this sense is a mere theoretical variable and has no empirical ground (Nunnally, 
1967). This is a fundamental difference from the first two procedures where all variables 
are empirically based. 
Rationale for the Use of the Multiple-Factor Solution 
When Spearman (1904) proposed the first form of factor analysis, he simply 
thought of an overarching variable as a factor. He called this factor a general factor, or g. 
Further development of factor analysis after Spearman, however, has revealed that a 
factor does not need to be general, or overarching, across all related variables in question. 
Today, three relations are acknowledged between factor(s) and original empirical 
variables: uni-factor relation, bi-factor relation, and multiple-factor relation (Harman, 
1960). In the uni-factor relation, one general factor is assumed across all related variables. 
In the bi-factor relation, one general factor overarching all related variables and several 
group factors that underlie a limited set of variables are assumed. In the multiple-factor 
relation, only group factors are assumed with the existence of a general factor denied. 
The computation of factors is different depending on what relation is assumed among 
variables in question. Before using actual factor analysis, a researcher needs to decide 
what relation is assumed to exist between the theoretical factor(s) and the empirical 
variables in question. (The different computations employed are called uni-factor solution, 
bi-factor solution, or multifactor solution, depending on which relation each computation 
quantifies. Harman, 1 960, explains each solution in detail.) 
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The present study assumed a multiple-factor relation between theoretical factor( s) 
and the empirical variables which are called language learning strategies. This 
assumption was made because each group of strategies seems to be fairly different from 
each other in nature. This difference is most apparent when a comparison is made 
between cognitive strategies and functional-use strategies, both of which are primary 
concerns of this study. 
Concrete Steps of Factor Analysis 
Factor analysis based on the multiple-factor solution was conducted as follows. 
First, the principal component method was employed to provide data for a scree test 
(Child, 1990; Kline, 1994). The principal component method is a method in which factors 
are extracted from the matrix of correlations between all pairs of relevant variables in 
such a way that the sum of the squares of the factor loadings of these variables on a factor 
to extract is the maximum (Harman, 1960). Th� actual extraction procedure is based on 
matrix algebra computations. Harman (1960) presents the detail of the computation steps. 
In the present study, each of 3 1  strategy items was seen as one independent variable. 
Then, these 3 1  variables were placed in a correlation matrix for conducting a principal 
component computation. Based on the results of this computation, a scree test was 
administered to determine how many prominent factors should be extracted from the 
correlation matrix (Child, 1990; Kline, 1994). In a scree test, a graph is plotted where 
ordered factors (e.g. , factor I ,  factor 2) are placed on the x-axis and corresponding 
eigenvalues are placed on the y-axis (Child, 1990). Then, the point is visually inspected 
beyond which the slope of the graph becomes a dull-angled, straight line. The number of 
factors to a point next to that point should be extracted as meaningful factors. lbis point 
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is the very first point from which a plot is straightened out. Or, by the same token, factors 
to the eigenvalue of this point should be extracted. When the number of variables is 20 to 
50, the eigenvalue of 1 approximates this point (Child, 1990). What is called Kaiser' s 
criterion is based on this approximation. It tells that the eigenvalues of factors to extract 
should be one or larger. (Eigenvalues are also called characteristic roots. When loadings 
of a factor on relevant variables are computed using matrix algebra, a characteristic 
equation of the matrix of correlations between all pairs of the variables is first determined. 
Characteristic roots, or eigenvalues, are the roots of this equation. Then, based on the 
greatest characteristic root, loadings of the greatest factor, or factor 1 ,  are computed. 
Based on the second greatest root, loadings of the second greatest factor, or factor 2, are 
computed. This procedure is repeated until a researcher decides that enough variance in 
the correlation matrix has been explained by extracted factors. Thus, characteristic roots 
or eigenvalues can be used as an index of the greatness of a factor. When an eigenvalue is 
great, a corresponding factor is great. When an eigenvalue is small, a corresponding 
factor is small. A small factor is not very informative for many researchers. Thus, the 
scree test is a procedure for determining, based on the rate of change of eigevalues, where 
a factor becomes too small to be informative for relevant research. Eves, 1966, provide� a 
clear explanation of eigenvalues.) 
The second step is an extraction of prominent factors by the principal axes 
method (Harman, 1960). The principal axes method is similar to the principal component 
method. There is one difference, however. The principal axes method places assumed 
communalities in the diagonal cells of a correlation matrix, while the principal 
component method places the unities in the same cells. When the unities are placed in the 
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diagonal cells, all the variances of the variables in the correlation matrix are explained by 
extracted factors, which is unrealistic. Therefore, a communality ( or the amount of the 
variance of a variable that is explained by all extracted factors) is assessed before 
conducting factor extraction. In the present study, the square of the multiple R between 
one variable and all the other variables was used as this variable's communality. The 
computation for extraction is an itinerant process. In one round of computation, one 
factor is extracted, and the whole procedure is stopped when as many factors as are 
detennined by a scree test have been extracted. The actual computation for this study was 
conducted by using SPSS 11.5. 
The third step is the rotation of extracted factors for obtaining a simple structure 
(Child, 1990; Harman, 1960; Kline, 1994; Nunnally, 1967). Extracted factors usually 
look more like general factors on which most variables are still loaded with more or less 
factor loadings. These factors need to be given a simple structure so that only a group of 
variables is loaded on one particular factor (Child, 1990; Harman, 1960; Kline, 1994; 
Nunnally, 1967). The purpose of the multiple-factor solution is to have a set of group 
factors, and not a set of general factors. The rotation is the procedure for realizing a 
simple structure. The basic idea of rotation is what follows (Harman, 1960). The 
arithmetic relation between factors and variables can be translated to the geometric 
relation between them. In this translation, variables are seen as vectors that share the 
origin of a hyperspace. (A hyperspace is a Cartesian space whose axes are more than 
three.) Extracted factors are seen as the axes of this hyperspace. The loading of a variable 
on one factor is seen as a projection on this factor of the top end of the vector 
representing the variable. The rotation is a procedure where the axes of the hyperspace 
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are rotated about the origin so that the top ends of only a group of vectors will be 
projected on one particular axis. It should be remembered that the axes of a hyperspace 
represent extracted factors. Therefore, the result of the rotation is to have factors on 
which only a group of variables load (Hannan, 1960; Kline, 1994; Nunnally, 1967). 
These factors should be group factors. 
One complicated problem is whether factors should be assumed to be orthogonal 
to, or correlational to each other. Depending on which assumption is made, a different 
computation for rotation is employed. When factors are assumed to be independent of 
each other, the Varimax method is typically used. When factors are assumed to be 
dependent of each other, the Direct Oblimin method is typically used. If factors correlate 
to each other, theoretically these factors can further be factored. Then, such a factor may 
not be called a factor in its genuine sense. On the other hand, many factors are observed 
to correlate to each other in the real world. Having a preference to the orthogonality 
assumption, the researcher used both the V arimax and the Direct Oblimin methods. In 
either method, the actual computation for rotation was made by using SPSS 11.5. 
After the entire procedure yielded rotated factors from the correlation matrix of 
the 31  strategy variables, oral proficiency scores were added to the matrix as the 32nd 
variable. Then, the same factor analysis procedure was repeated on the new correlation 
matrix of the 32 variables. This step was taken to see what factor(s) would share the 
loading(s) with oral proficiency. 
A-analysis or the Steps for Hypothesis Testing 
After several group facto!S were extracted by the multiple-factor solution, two 
points were examined. One point was whether cognitive strategies and :functional-use 
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strategies constituted two different groups, as was expected by the researcher. Previous 
studies generally succeeded in differentiating between these two groups of strategies. 
Functional-use strategies were almost always identified as the most prominent factor of 
all extracted factors (Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995). Cognitive strategies were identified 
as a minor but separate factor at some times, and were scattered over a few other factors 
at other times (Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995). If the present study failed to replicate these 
results, its population might be seen to be very different from those investigated in the 
previous studies. The other point examined was to identify the group( s) of strategies with 
which oral proficiency share( s) a significant loading. If oral proficiency shared a 
significant positive loading with the cognitive strategies group, this could be understood 
as one piece of evidence for the positive relationship between oral proficiency and 
cognitive strategies. This was the claim of the alternative hypothesis (3). If oral 
proficiency shared a significant positive loading with the functional-use strategies group, 
this could be taken as one piece of evidence for the positive relationship between it and 
functional-use strategies. This was the claim of the alternative hypothesis ( 4). 
The inspection of a shared factor loading of oral proficiency scores with either of 
the two groups of strategies thus provided the first hint for the sustainability of the two 
alternative hypotheses against the corresponding null hypotheses. However, the main 
method to determine the sustainability was to compute the multiple correlation R between 
oral proficiency scores and a group of cognitive strategies on one hand, and between 
them and a group of functional-use strategies on the other. (Both the cognitive strategies 
group and the functional-use strategies group were defined based on the results of factor 
analysis explained above. They were not defined a priori based on previous research.) 
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The computation procedure was as follows. First, the multiple correlation R 
between oral proficiency and each of the two strategies groups as a whole, was computed 
along with a significance test. The results of this computation provided the primary basis 
for testing the research hypotheses. At the same time, the respondents' scores on the 
items that belonged to the functional-use strategy group on one hand, and to the cognitive 
strategy group on the other, were summed respectively. Then, the simple correlation r 
was computed between the oral proficiency scores and a total of functional-use strategy 
scores on one hand, and between them and a total of cognitive strategy scores on the 
other. This computation was made to provide a supplementary source for the hypothesis 
testing based on the multiple R's. With the results of the two kinds of computations 
combined, the empirical sustainability of the three main positions regarding the nature of 
learner internal input processing was determined. Krashen's ( 1982, 1995) implicit-only 
position would be empirically supported if the following two correlations were found: the 
R between oral proficiency and cognitive strategies was non-significant; the R between 
oral proficiency and functional-use strategies was significant and positive. O'Malley and 
Chamot's (1990) explicit-only position would be supported if the following two 
correlations were found: the R between oral proficiency and cognitive strategies was 
significant and positive; the R between oral proficiency and functional-use strategies was 
significant and positive. Ellis' ( 1993) weak interface position would be supported if the 
following two correlations were found: the R between oral proficiency and cognitive 
strategies was slightly significant and positive; the R between oral proficiency and 
functional-use strategies was significant and positive. 
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B-analysis or Item-by-Item Examination of Co"elation 
After the examination of the general relationship between oral proficiency and 
language learning strategies, a detailed inspection was conducted to examine the 
relationship between oral proficiency and each language learning strategy by using the 
Chi-square technique, following research by Green and Oxford (1995). The purpose of 
this item-by-item examination, or B-analysis, was twofold. The analysis was conducted 
on one hand to obtain a clearer picture about the relationship between oral proficiency 
and language learning strategies. The analysis was also conducted to identify concrete 
mental operations (if any) that are directly associated with high oral proficiency. 
The actual analysis was conducted as follows. First, for each strategy item, the 
subjects were divided into three groups based on their oral proficiency scores: ESL 
speakers with high, intermediate, and low oral proficiencies. Then, within each of the 
three proficiency groups, the subjects were further divided into three levels of strategy 
users: high, medium, and low users. In this way, one 3 by 3 contingency table was 
obtained. Based on this table, a Chi-square was computed to see if oral proficiency and 
the use of a particular learning strategy interacted or not. When the interaction was 
significant, it was statistically proven that the use of the strategy was related to oral 
proficiency. If not, the relationship was inconclusive. 
When a significant relationship was found between oral proficiency and the use of 
a particular strategy, the relative dominance among the three levels of strategy users was 
computed for each of high, intermediate, and low proficiency groups. For example, of all 
the subjects with low oral proficiency, how many people were high users of a relevant 
strategy, �ow many were medium users, and how many were low users, were first tallied. 
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Then, a ratio of each user group was computed in percentiles. The same computation was 
made for the subjects with intermediate and high oral proficiency. In this way, the 
relative dominance among high, medium, and low users was determined for each of the 
three different oral proficiency groups. Then, the dominance level of high strategy users 
was compared among the three proficiency groups. When the dominance level of high 
strategy users was found to proportionally increase as the comparison was made from 
low to intermediate to high oral proficiency groups, it was concluded that a particular 
strategy clearly contributes to the acquisition of oral proficiency. The mental operation 
which this strategy is assumed to reflect could be one internal factor for promoting oral 
proficiency. When the dominance level of high strategy users did not increase 
proportionally, as it was inspected from low to high proficiency groups, the positive 
contribution of the strategy to oral proficiency remained inconclusive. 
When the Chi-square test failed to show that there was a relationship between oral 
proficiency and the strategy in question, the frequency distribution of the strategy use was 
inspected for each of the three proficiency groups. If the distribution showed a typical 
normal curve in each of the three proficiency groups, the strategy and oral proficiency 
were concluded to be really independent of each other. In contrast, if the distribution 
densely centered on some medium or high frequency value across the three groups, the 
strategy was interpreted to be one necessary condition for enhancing oral proficiency. 
Green and Oxford (1995) suggest that a few cognitive strategies might play such a role in 
a new language acquisition. This item-by-item analysis was repeated for all 31 strategies 
on the questionnaire. 
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Analysis for Demographic Factors 
Finally, the analysis of a demographic factor in relation to oral proficiency on one 
hand, _and to language learning strategies on the other, was employed after the subjects 
were divided into a few groups of a similar size with respect to the demographic factor in 
question. These analyses were made by using one-way ANOVA. The analysis of the 
relationship between demographic factors and oral proficiency served this study in two 
main ways. First, it helped to have a broader understanding of the factors that are 
associated with the enhancement of oral proficiency. Internal factors tell only part of the 
story of oral proficiency enhancement. Information about external factors helps to 
provide a more holistic view of what enhances oral proficiency. Second, it was used as an 
alternative means to check the validity of the oral proficiency scale. The relationships 
between oral proficiency and a few demographic factors (i. e. , LOR, home language, and 
age of onset of English learning) were expected to replicate those found in previous 
studies. If not, this could suggest that the oral proficiency scale used in this study had a 
validity problem. 
The analysis of the relationship between demographic factors and language 
learning strategies could contribute to the general advancement of the understanding of 
language learning strategies in the field. For example, even though gender difference in 
the use of language learning strategies has been reported in several studies including 
Ehrman and Oxford (1989) and Osanai (2000), a finding about it obtained from this study 
could add a new element to prior studies. 
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Summary 
In this chapter, the methods and the procedures used in the present study were 
described. The population, the frame of reference, and the sample were first presented. 
Then, the ins1rument was explained. The process and the results of the pilot study for the 
oral proficiency scale were also presented since this scale was newly constructed for this 
study. Then, data collection procedures were detailed. 
Before data analysis, the validity and the reliability for the oral proficiency scale 
were checked because, again, the scale was newly constructed for this study. The chapter 
described this process. Then, the explanation of every important step in data analysis 
used in this study, including A-analysis and 8-analysis, was presented. 
In Chapter IV, the results of the data analyses conducted are presented. Some 
important findings and conclusions based on them are also presented. 
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CHAPTER IV 
DATA ANALYSIS 
Introduction 
In the previous chapter, concrete steps were explained by which collected data 
were analyzed for testing the research hypotheses. In this chapter, the results of the 
analyses conducted by these steps are presented in detail after a description of the 
respondents' several demographic characteristics the collected data revealed. 
First, the result of validity and reliability check of the oral pr�ficiency is presented. 
The adequacy of this scale was crucial for assessing the respondents' oral proficiency 
levels. Then, the results of the factor analysis on the 31  SILL items are presented. This 
step was taken to empirically define the two groups of language learning strategies (i. e., 
cognitive language learning strategies and functional-use language learning strategies). 
This analysis identified nine strategy groups. Two of them related to cognitive strategies; 
three of them related to functional-use strategies. (Both cognitive strategies and 
functional-use strategies were empirically defined as a combination of these two and 
three subdivided strategy groups, respectively.) 
The result of the hypothesis testing is then presented. The research hypotheses 
were tested by examining the relationship between oral proficiency, as measured by the 
validated oral proficienc� scale, and each of the five strategy groups that were found to 
relate to either cognitive or functional-use strategies. From the result of this hypothesis 
testing, a conclusion was drawn about an empirical adequacy of the three major positions 
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on the nature of learner internal input processing that is associated with oral proficiency 
enhancement. This was the goal of A-analysis. 
The relationship between oral proficiency and each of the 3 1  strategies was also 
examined (B-analysis). The results of this item-by-item examination are presented. Based 
on the results of this examinatio� combined with the conclusion drawn above, a 
comprehensive (albeit preliminary) picture of internal learning process, by which a 
language learner acquires oral proficiency of a TL, is proposed. 
Finally, as a result of data analysis of several demographic factors, a positive 
relationship emerged between a few demographic factors and oral proficiency on one 
hand, and between them and language learning strategies on the other. This relationship 
is interpreted in the framework of the proposed internal learning process that relates to 
the enhancement of oral proficiency. A brief report on the result of the examination of the 
relationship between gender and the strategy use ends this chapter. 
Several informative conclusions were drawn from the above data analysis process. 
Some of them seem to be helpful for better understanding second language learning. 
These conclusions are also presented as they occurred during data analysis. 
Return Rate 
The data collection was closed when questionnaire return had stopped for three 
consecutive days. This happened two weeks after the second reminder was sent to the 
subjects who had not responded in the first two response opportunities (the first 
questionnaire mailing and the first reminder sending). After the questionnaire was first 
sent to 175 subjects, three questionnaire packets were returned to the researcher as ANK 
(Attempted Not Known). All were packets sent to the Chinese subjects. Therefore, three 
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additional Chinese subjects were immediately selected from the remaining pool of 
subjects by random sampling, and the questionnaire was sent to these new subjects to 
keep the sample size at 175. Because of this occurrence of three ANK returns, an address 
check was made for 101 subjects who had not responded to the first questionnaire 
mailing, using People Search in the official UTK Web Site. This step revealed that two 
more Chinese subjects had already left UTK, and one Chinese subject was in a post 
doctorate status. In addition, one Japanese subject e-mailed the principal researcher to 
notify that he had also left UTK. Thus, the actual sample size for this study turned out to 
be 171, not 175. Of the 17 1 subjects, as many as 124 subjects (87 Chinese, 8 Japanese, 
and 29 Koreans) returned the questionnaire. Therefore, the final return rate reached 
72.5% (70.2% for Chinese, 88.9% for Japanese, and 74.4% for Koreans). 
To the first questionnaire mailing, 74 out of 171 subjects (43.3%) responded. To 
the first reminder, 39 out of 97 remaining subjects (40.2%) responded. After the second 
reminder, 11 out of 58 remaining subjects (19%) returned the questionnaire. 
Data Sheet Composition 
Answers on the Translated Questionnaire 
Immediately after the data collection ended, the cardboard box that had contained 
completed copies of the questionnaire was opened, and the respondents' answers were 
numerically recorded on a SPSS 11.5 data sheet file. Both in the cover letter and on a 
strip of paper clipped on a copy of the English questionnaire, subjects were asked not to 
directly respond to a copy of the translation of the questionnaire. Notwithstanding, eight 
participants ( 6 Koreans and 2 Chinese) sent back a completed copy of the translation. 
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Therefore, it needed to be decided whether these eight responses could be included for 
the data analysis. 
First, mean oral proficiency scores and mean total strategy scores were compared 
between these eight respondents and the other 116 respondents. The mean oral 
proficiency score for the eight translation-using respondents was 35.8 whereas the mean 
oral proficiency score for the other 116 respondents were 44.8. There seemed to be no 
possibility that the eight translation-using respondents took advantage of the translation 
usage in their answers. By the same token, the mean total strategy score of the eight 
respondents was 65.3; the mean strategy score for the other 116 respondents was 76.7. 
Here again, there seemed to be no possibility that the eight respondents took advantage of 
using the translation rather than the original English questionnaire. Rather, considering 
· these categorically low scores both on the oral proficiency scale and on the SILL strategy 
inventory, the eight respondents seemed to have used the translation because of their 
difficulties to deal with English statements of the questionnaire. 
Second, a visual inspection was made of each of the eight completed copies of the 
translated questionnaire. The strategy use by an individual cannot be predicted. On the 
other hand, ESL speakers' ways to respond to the oral proficiency scale can be predicted 
to some extent. For example, generally speaking, scores on Item 1 (fluency in casual 
English conversations) tend to surpass scores on Item 2 (fluency in formal English 
conversations). Seven out of the eight translation-using respondents did answer this way. 
One respondent marked Item 1 higher than Item 2. However, this respondent marked zero 
on Item 20 (the use of slang in talking to local people). Then, the answering pattern of 
this respondent was a predictable one. Because this respondent studied English 
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conversations using a written conversation text, he or she managed formal conversations 
to some extent. (A formal conversation occurs to some degree, as is presented in model 
skits of an English conversation textbook.) On the other hand, this respondent rarely had 
opportunities to talk with American people on the streets, and so had little confidence in 
using colloquial English. Therefore, he or she marked low scores on Item 1 and 20. These 
and a few other points were checked by the researcher. There was no trace of dishonesty 
that made the researcher skeptical of using the answers made by the eight translation­
using respondents. Therefore, the data from all the eight respondents were included in the 
final tally. 
Missing Cases 
In all the three questionnaire sections, there were several missing cases. 
Following the recommendation by Tabachnick and Fidell (1 983), missing data were filled 
in by predicted values except for those in Section I ( demographic questions). Because an 
answer to a demographic item could not be predicted, all missing cases were left unfilled 
in Section I ( demographic questions). 
In Section II (oral proficiency scale), there were 13 missing cases out of2,480 
total cells. The missing rate was .0052. These cells were filled in by likely answers 
predicted based on a most likelihood principle. (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1 983, listed 
several ways of filling in missing data, including the use of an educated guess, the use of 
the grand mean, and the use of the regression equation. While the use of the mean is the 
most convenient, it tends to lower the correla�ions between the variable with missing data 
and other variables. While the use of the regression equation may be more desirable than 
the use of the mean, the selection of predictor variables raises a problem. If one uses all 
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the other variables to predict missing values of a certain variable, the number of 
predictors will be too large. Therefore, the researcher used an educated guess based on 
likelihood inference from the data given, to predict values in missing cells.) For example, 
when there was one missing case on Item I ,  the same respondent's answer to Item 2 was 
first checked. Then, the probabilities of all possible answers on Item 1, when the answer 
on Item 2 was a marked one, were computed based on the tally of all actual answers on 
Item I .  Items I and 2 were combined in this prediction because these two items were 
conceptually linked. (Item I asked fluency in casual English conversations; Item 2 asked 
fluency in formal English conversations.) The most probable answer that resulted from 
this computation was used to fill in the missing case. This procedure was repeated for 13 
missing cases. 
In Section III (the SILL inventory), there were five missing cases out of 3,844 
total cells. The missing rate was .0013. These cases were, again, filled based on a most 
likelihood principle. This time, however, the method of combining related items for 
prediction was not used. An individual's use of a particular strategy is hard to predict 
based on his or her use of other (if related) strategies. Therefore, the frequency of all 
respondents' answers on an item in question was simply tallied, and the probability for 
each answer on the item was computed. Thus, all missing cases were filled in with 
answers of the highest probability computed. Even though an advantage of this procedure 
over the use of the mean may be slight, it was used to keep methodological consistency 
with th� procedures used for predicting missing cases in Section II. 
In sum, there were 18 missing cases out of 6,324 cells with Sections II and III 
combined. The missing rate was .0028. All these missing cases were filled in by answers 
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predicted based on a most likelihood principle before data analysis was conducted for this 
studr. 
Demographic Features of the Sample 
Before a detailed report on the results of data analyses is given, several 
demographic characteristics of the sample are presented based on the respondents' 
answers to the eight demographic items of the questionnaire (Table 2). Out of 124 
respondents, 66 persons (53.2%) were males, and 56 persons (45.2%) were females. Even 
though two respondents did not answer the gender item, the gender was almost evenly 
divided in this sample. 
The respondents were in their 20s and 30s. Sixty-four respondents (5 1.6%) were 
in their 20s. Fifty-five respondents (44.4%) were in their 30s. Only 3 respondents were 
outside of these age groups. Two respondents were in their 40s, and one respondent was 
in his or her 50s. Two respondents declined to answer the age question. This age 
distribution was expected because many East Asian graduate students come to American 
universities after they complete certain graduate programs in their own countries. 
There were 1 02 respondents (82.2%) who had a 1 to 5 year experience of living in 
English-speaking countries. Sixty-nine respondents ( 55. 7%) answered length of residence 
(LOR) of fewer than 3 years, which probably means that, for a majority of them, staying 
in the United States for graduate programs is the first opportunity to live in an English­
speaking country. 
Eighty-two respondents ( 66. 1 % ) started their English learning between the ages 
of 12 and 14. Thirteen respondents (10.5%) answered that they were over 15 when they 
began to study English. This corresponds to the fact that until very recently, students in 
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Table 2 
Demographic Features of the Sample (N=l24") 
Demographic Cumulative 
Factor Category Frequencr Percent Percent 
Gender male 66 53.2 53.2 
Female 56 45.2 98.4 
Age 20s 64 51 .6 51 .6 
30s 55 44.4 96.0 
40s 2 1 .6 97.6 
50s 1 .8 98.4 
First Language Chinese 87 70.2 70.2 
29 23.4 93.5 
8 6.5 100.0 
Length of 3 2.4 2.4 
Residence 8 6.5 8.9 
1 -2 years 27 21 .8 30.6 
2-3 years 31 25.0 55.6 
3-4 years 22 17.7 73.4 
4-5 years 22 17.7 91 .1 
5-6 years 3 2.4 93.5 
6-7 years 5 4.0 97.6 
7 rears or loger 3 2.4 100.0 
Home Chinese 84 67.7 67.7 
Language Japanese 4 3.2 70.9 
Korean 28 22.6 93.5 
English 7 5.6 99.2 
Onset of 6-8 years old 8 6.5 6.5 
English 9-11 years old 21 16.9 23.4 
Language 12-14 years old 82 66.1 89.5 
Learning 15 rears or older 13 10.5 100.0 
Existence of Yes 90 72.4 72.4 
NS friend No 34 27.4 100.0 
NS Contact None 25 20.2 20.2 
per One Day 1 -3 persons 66 53.2 73.4 
4-6 persons 20 16.1 89.5 
7-9 persons 6 4.8 94.3 
10-12 persons 4 3.2 97.5 
16-18 persons 1 .8 98.3 
19  or more 1 .8 99.2 
a Because missing cases sometimes occurred, total frequency does not always amount to 
124. 
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East Asian countries had started to learn English only after they had entered junior high 
school. On the other hand, there were eight respondents who answered that they had 
started to learn English between the ages of 6 and 8. 
It is informative to know what languages international students speak at home. An 
overwhelming majority of respondents (116 persons;. 93.5%) answered that they spoke 
their Lis  at home. However, seven respondents (5.6%) answered that their home 
language was English. As is shown below, when demographic factors are examined in 
relation to oral proficiency and language learning strategies, both oral proficiency level 
and frequency in use of language learning strategies were exceptionally high in this group 
of respondents. 
It is also informative to know to what extent international students have a 
personal contact with native speakers of English. Ninety respondents (72.6%) answered 
that they have a native English-speaking friend. At the same time, 34 respondents (27.4%) 
answered that they have no native English-speaking friends. Also, 66 respondents (53.2%) 
answered that they had talked to one to three native English speakers off campus the day 
before they answered the questionnaire. Thirty-two respondents (25.7%) answered that 
they had talked to more than three native English speakers off campus the day before 
their research participation (Figure 1 ). This level of contact is still far less, compared with 
the level of contact that American graduate students in the control group answered 
(Figure 2). As many as 90% of these students (18 out of20 American students) answered 
that they had talked to more than three native English speakers the day before they 
participated in this study. In this group, six respondents (30.0%) answered that they had 
talked to more than 18 native English speakers. (This is probably because all American 
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Figure 1. The number of native speakers with whom a non-native speaker subject talked 
the day before the study participation. 
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Figure 2. The number of native speakers with whom a native speaker subject talked the 
day before the study participation. 
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students in the control group were teachers.) Still, it is an encouraging fact that 78.9% of 
non-native respondents seem to have a daily contact with more than one native English 
speaker off campus. 
At the same time, 25 non-native respondents (20.2%) answered that they had not 
talked to any native English speakers off campus the day before their research 
participation. What was asked on the questionnaire focused on a one day experience in 
off-campus contact with native English speakers. However, considering that the data 
collection continued for almost one month, this result may be taken to reflect a general 
tendency that is observed in a certain portion of international graduate students that were 
studied. Even though a majority of international students seem to keep in touch with 
American people off campus during the period that they stay in the U.S., a certain portion 
of them may leave this country after 2 to 3 years with little experience in sharing real 
American life with real American people. 
Validity of the Oral Proficiency Scale 
As was mentioned in Chapter III, both the validity and the reliability of the oral 
proficiency· scale were checked before it was used for testing the research hypotheses. 
The results of the validity check are presented in this section. The results of the reliability 
check are explained in the next two sections. 
The De Jong-Glas criterion (1987) was used to quantitatively check the construct 
validity of the oral proficiency scale in the field test, as it was in the pilot test. De Jong 
and Glas (1987) claim that, when a language test uses native speaker's performance as 
the ultimate reference point for the assessment of non-native speakers' performance, its 
validity can be quantitatively checked by comparing the score distributions of native and 
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non-native speakers. If the test is valid, native speakers' scores should cluster at the high 
end of the score continuum; non-native speaker's scores should range widely from low to 
high, ideally forming a normal curve. 
Table 3 shows the distributions of the scores on the oral proficiency scale that 
native and non-native English participants marked in the field test. It is obvious, from the 
inspection of the table, that 17 out of 20 items (Items 1, 2, 4, 5, 7 through 18, and 20) 
passed the De Jong-Glas criterion. On any one of these items, native English speakers' 
scores cluster at 3 or 4 while non-native speakers' scores spread from O to 4. (The 
tendency that native speaker scores thus skewed to the high end of score continuum while 
non-native speaker scores distributed widely from low to high might have been 
strengthened if the oral proficiency scale had consisted of more than 5 points.) It is true 
that, on some items, a few native English speakers had scores lower than 3. However, 
even on these items, the distribution of native speaker scores showed an extremely 
negative skewedness on the whole. In contrast, the distributions of non-native speaker 
scores emulated a normal curve even though the curve tended to be skewed somewhat 
negatively. (This negative skewedness may have resulted from the fact that the subjects 
in this study were advanced ESL speakers.) 
One item, Item 6, turned out to be clearly invalid. On this item, native speakers' 
scores were evenly distributed from O to 4. Besides, the distribution seemed to be 
multi.modal in that five respondents scored 1 while six respondents scored 4. Nonnative 
speakers' scores were positively skewed towards the score of 1, and so native speakers' 
general superiority in scores was maintained even on this item. However, this fact could 
not be used as an excuse for rescuing this item from being labeled as invalid. That native 
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Table 3 
Item Score Distributions of Non-Native and Native English Speakers on Section II (Oral 
Proficiency Scale) of the Questionnaire 
Non-Native Scores Native Scores 
Item 0 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4 
1 3 1 5  35 44 27 20 
2 5 1 0  43 48 1 8  1 1 9  
3 3 14 5 1  48 8 1 2 2 4 1 1  
4 3 25 52 38 6 3 5 12  
5 7 1 1  24 43 39 1 1 1 8  
6 22 57 33 9 3 3 5 3 3 6 
7 4 8 43 60 9 1 7 12 
8 4 14  37  54 1 5  4 16  
9 2 1 3  34 69 6 2 18  
1 0  3 1 3  40 58 10 4 16  
1 1  2 1 3  42 47 20 2 1 8  
12 1 19 45 44 1 5  4 16 
1 3  1 3  50 49 12 1 19  
14 13 34 46 24 7 2 7 1 1  
1 5  6 29 54 29 6 1 3 16 
16  9 30 44 3 1  10  1 2 1 7  
1 7  4 30 45 30 1 5  3 1 7  
1 8  3 29 43 34 1 5  1 2 1 7  
19  2 2 1  38  46 · 17  2 2 3 3 10  
20 27 49 35 1 1  2 1 1 3 1 5  
1 1 1  
speakers' scores were somewhat evenly distributed along the score continuum was an 
undeniable fact. Item 6 had already appeared to be invalid in the pilot test. The researcher 
modified the item by adding the phrase to talk fluently to its statement in the hope that 
this addition would stop many native speakers from marking high frequency on the item. 
This modification seems to have had a positive effect since six native speakers marked 
the lowest frequency in the field test instead of only one participant in the pilot test (see 
Table 1). (On Items 5 and 6, marking high frequency gives respondents a low score, 0 or 
1, while marking low frequency gives them a high score, 3 or 4.) Still, the effect of this 
correction did not go so far as to change the item from invalid to valid. 
The validity assessment of Items 3 and 19 was a difficult task. On both items, 
native speakers' scores widely ranged from O to 4. It is true that the overall score 
distributions were still extremely skewed towards the high end. However, a tendency of 
scores to spread toward the low end of the scale was undeniable with these items. This 
tendency became especially clear when these items were compared with other items, 
except for Item 6. 
The researcher concluded that Item 3 was valid whereas Item 19  was invalid. On 
Item 3, the frequency ratio of the scores 3 and 4 to the scores less than 3 was 15 to 5 
while the same ratio decreased to 13 to 7 on Item 19. More importantly, the non-native 
speakers' score distribution on Item 3 seemed to emulate a typical normal curve, with its 
mode coming in the middle of the score continuum (score of2). In contrast, non-native 
speakers' score distribution on Item 19 seemed to somewhat resemble that of the native 
speakers since it was ·skewed toward the high end of the score continuum. In other words, 
on this item, both native and non-native speakers tended to answer high frequency. 
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An item that is assessed as invalid cannot remain in the oral proficiency scale. 
Because Item 19 was a sociolinguistic item and there were seven sociolinguistic items in 
the oral proficiency scale, its removal would not change the overall componential balance 
of the original scale. On the other hand, the removal of Item 3 would reduce the number 
of vocabulary items from three to two, which would change the component balance 
somewhat substantially. (The original oral proficiency scale consisted of seven 
sociolinguistic items, four accuracy items, four fluency items, three vocabulary items, 
and two listening comprehension items. Given that the removal of Item 6 was 
unavoidable, the further removal of Item 19 would change the balance to 6, 4, 3, 3, 2. The 
removal of Item 3 would further change it to 6, 4, 3, 2, 2.) This fact was also considered 
when assessment of the validity of Items 3 and 19 was made. 
Items 6 and 19 were finally assessed as invalid, and were removed from the oral 
proficiency scale. Thus, the oral proficiency of the respondents in this study was assessed 
by the reduced 18-item scale instead of the original 20-item scale. This modified scale 
was then deemed valid as a measure of oral proficiency. Validity was further confirmed 
by the distribution of respondents' scores (see the next paragraph). 
Figure 3 shows the distribution of oral proficiency scores of non-native speaker 
(NNS) respondents, assessed with this reduced scale. The scores were collapsed into 
eight proficiency levels, with each level consisting of nine points. That is, Level 1 
consisted of scores of 1 through 9. Level 2 consisted of 10 to 18; Level 3 consisted of 19 
to 27; Level 4 consisted of28 to 36; Level 5 consisted of 37 to 45; Level 6 consisted of 
46 to 54; Level 7 consisted of 55 to 64; Level 8 consisted of 65 to 72. The score 
distribution obviously emulated a normal curve (the mean was 40.4, the median 40.0, the 
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Figure 3. Oral proficiency score distribution for non-native English speakers. 
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mode 40.0, and the skewedness -.396 in raw scores; the mean was 5.0, the median 5.0, 
the mode 5.0, and the skewedness -.279 in the collapsed scores). Figure 4 shows the 
distribution of oral proficiency scores of native English speaker (NS) respondents, also 
assessed by the reduced scale. (The scores were collapsed into the same eight proficiency 
levels.) Its extreme skewedness toward the high end was obvious. This clear contrast was 
another piece of evidence for high construct validity of the oral proficiency scale. 
Dimensionality of the Oral Proficiency Scale 
Before conducting a reliability check, multi-dimensionality of the oral proficiency 
scale was examined using factor analysis. A reliability check of the oral proficiency scale 
was made using Cronbach's alpha. However, if the oral proficiency scale was multi­
dimensional, Cronbach' s alpha results needed to be taken with some caution. 
(Cronbach's alpha is an index of reliability for a uni-dimensional test.) The original 20-
item scale was examined instead of the reduced scale because the results of this analysis 
might help to better understand the nature of the invalid two items. 
Sample Size Check 
The results of factor analysis tend to be tainted by errors because the analysis 
consists of many computational steps. Having a large enough sample size is crucial for 
factor analysis. Therefore, before conducting factor analysis, the statistical adequacy of 
the analysis needs to be checked, based on the minimum sample size needed to ensure 
that factor loadings are not results of mere errors. Child (1990) presents Baggaley's 
criterion. This is a simple equation by which to compute the minimum sample size 
needed to ensure that a result of factor analysis is not a product of mere errors. This 
minimum sample size is computed based on the number of variables (i.e. ,  the number of 
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Figure 4. Oral proficiency score distribution for native English speakers. 
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scale items in the present study) in investigation, and the average correlation between all 
pairs of the variables (i.e. ,  scale items). 
As a result of this computation, the minimum sample size for the 20-item oral 
proficiency scale was estimated to be 46. This figure was based on a conservative 
estimation. The actual sample size in this study was 124. Therefore, the sample size of 
this study was enough to claim that the result of factor analysis for the 20-item oral 
proficiency scale is not a product of mere errors. 
Dimensionality Check by Factor Analysis 
Factor analysis of the 20-item oral proficiency scale was conducted by the steps 
described in Chapter ill. First, the principal component method was employed to obtain a 
scree plot. Figure 5 shows the scree plot obtained from this procedure. A visual 
inspection of this plot indicates that the 6th factor was a critical point at which the slope 
of the plot started to be a long dull-angled straight line. After the 5th factor, the slope was 
leveled towards the 6th factor. And then, it was slightly angled again after the 6th factor, 
keeping the same slightly downward motion thereafter. Based on this fact, the number of 
factors to extract was determined to be six. 
Then, the principal axes method was employed to extract six factors. These 
factors were then rotated using the V arimax rotation method. Table 4 shows the result of 
this rotation. (The V arimax rotation method, instead of the Direct Oblimin method, was 
used to extract factors underlying the oral proficiency scale. This is because the 
dimensionality of underlying factors is more clearly pursued when orthogonality is 
assumed among the factors. When these factors are still correlated to each other, a 
judgment of dimensionality is inconclusive. ) 
1 17  
Factor Number 
Figure 5. The Scree plot for factoring the oral proficiency scale. 
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Table 4 
Rotated Factor Matrix of the Oral Proficiency Scale 
Factor 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 .729 
2 .437 .527 
3 .391 .366 .390 .406 
4 .475 .440 .3 1 8  .301 
5 .500 
6 
7 .662 
8 .7 15  
9 .633 
1 0  .617 
1 1  .355 .726 
12 .305 .376 .333 .357 
13  .639 .403 
14 .566 
15  .603 
16  .773 
1 7  .366 .358 .361  .329 
1 8  .368 .700 
19 .32 1 .446 .344 
20 .302 • .64 1  
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
Rotation Method: V arimax with Kaiser Normalization. Rotation converged in 13  
iterations. 
Factor loadings of .300 or less are suppressed in the table. 
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In Table 4, factor loadings smaller than .300 are suppressed. 'Ibis follows the 
general practice in the field. In factor analysis, less than 10% of the variance of a variable 
that is explainable by a factor is treated as insignificant when the sample size is over 100 
(Child, 1990); 10% of variance corresponds to the correlation of .300. 
There is another criterion for the significance of factor loadings. When factors are 
assumed to be orthogonal to each other, a factor loading is equal to the correlation 
between a factor and a variable. Then, statistical significance of a correlation can be used 
as a criterion for the significance of a factor loading (Child, 1990). When the .01 level of 
significance is sought for a sample size of 100, a correlation needs to be .255 or larger. 
This criterion was used later when factor analysis was conducted for the 31-item strategy 
inventory. 
Table 4 indicates that four components of oral proficiency (accuracy, 
sociolinguistic knowledge, listening comprehension, and fluency) were neatly extracted 
as the first four factors, in the order listed in the parenthesis. The vocabulary component 
crossed over all four components . 
Factor 1 was the factor composed of grammar and vocabulary. The core part of 
this factor was the knowledge of grammar because the loadings on the three grammatical 
items (Items 7 to 9) were all very high (.662 on Item 7, .71 5 on Item 8, and .633 on Item 
9). 'Ibis grammatical strength was supplemented by the vocabulary power (.391 on Item 
3, and .475 on Item 4). The relation of this factor to Item 2 (conversational fluency in a 
formal setting) was probably based on ample knowledge about grammar that this factor 
represented. In formal conversations, grammatically correct utterances generally need to 
be made. No significant loading on Item 1 ( conversational fluency in an informal setting) 
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might have stemmed from the same grammar-oriented character of this factor. For an 
informal conversation, grammatically accurate utterances are not generally required. 
Factor 2 was the factor composed of sociolinguistic knowledge and vocabulary. 
The core part of this factor was sociolinguistic knowledge. This factor loaded on most 
sociolinguistic items (.603 on Item 15, .773 on Item 16, .358 on Item 17, .368 on Item 
18, .446 on Item 19, and .302 on Item 20). The vocabulary component assisted this core 
part in producing communicative competence. It is noteworthy that this factor loaded on 
Item 14, also. This item was originally placed on the scale to measure a respondent's 
knowledge of complicated sentence structures that helps him or her make a case on 
current media topics. The fact that the sociolinguistic factor loaded on this item seems to 
suggest that the basis for such an argument is not grammatical knowledge but active 
interest in, and commitment to, social affairs. 
Factor 3 was the factor composed of listening comprehension and vocabulary. 
The core part of this factor was listening comprehension because it loaded highly on two 
listening comprehension items ( .617 on Item 1 0; . 726 on Item 11 ). This factor was again 
aided by the vocabulary component in producing communicative competence. This 
factor's high loading on Item 13 (knowledge of American idioms) might indicate that one 
source of high listening comprehension is a language learner's adequate knowledge of 
idioms, routines, and formulaic expressions. 
Factor 4 was the factor composed of fluency and vocabulary. The core part of this 
factor was fluency because its loading on Item 1 ( fluency in casual conversations) 
was .729, and its loading on Item 2 (fluency in formal conversations) was .527. The 
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vocabulary component supported the factor for the formation of communicative 
competence. 
When it comes to oral proficiency, fluency is often cited as the most important 
element. The result of this factor analysis seems to suggest that this is actually not the 
case. The factor most contributing to oral proficiency, which is Factor 1, is a composite 
of grammar and vocabulary. Table 5 shows that this factor explained 13. 1 % of all the 
variance of oral proficiency. The second largest factor was a composite of sociolinguistic 
knowledge and vocabulary. This factor explained 13.09% of all the variance of oral 
proficiency. The third factor was a composite of listening comprehension and vocabulary. 
This factor explained 11 .02% of oral proficiency variance. Then came a composite of 
fluency and vocabulary. This factor only explained 7 .8% of oral proficiency variance. 
Two more factors were extracted from the factor analysis. Factor 5 was what 
might be called an empathy component. This factor contributed to communicative 
competence based on the respondents' empathetic responses to others. The ability to 
understand the situations or the feelings of others made it possible for the respondents to 
smoothly respond to a native speaker's sudden comment or jokes (.700 loading on Item 
18). The same ability let them make efforts not to annoy a native speaker due to slowness 
of their English utterances (.500 loading on Item 5). Factor 6 was what might be called a 
slang collector component. This factor consisted of strong interest in learning useful 
colloquial phrases (.641 loading on Item 20). Only collecting these phrases makes a non­
native speaker become a competent communicator in daily conversations. This factor's 
loading on Item 13 (knowledge of American idioms; loading of .403) might suggest that 
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Table 5 
Total Variance Explained by Rotation of Factors Extracted from 
Oral Proficiency Scale 
Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Factor Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 2.622 13 . 1 12 1 3. 1 12 
2 2.617 13 .087 26.200 
3 2.204 1 1 .021 37.221 
4 1 .565 7.826 45.047 
5 1 .492 7.458 52.505 
6 1 .237 6. 1 87 58.692 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring 
123 
what is collected is not only colloquial phrases but also American idioms in general. 
Table 6 summarizes the six factors underlying the 20 oral proficiency items. 
Two items turned out to be invalid as a result of the validity check based on the 
De Jong-Glas criterion. These were Items 6 and 19. Table 4 clearly shows that Item 6 was 
really invalid because it loaded on no factors. In contrast, Item 19 loaded on three factors 
(grammar, sociolinguistic knowledge, and empathy). This seems to suggest that Item 19 
is not completely invalid, but it does relate to oral proficiency. An adequate rephrasing of 
the item might make it a valid item for measuring non-native English speakers' oral 
proficiency. 
Summary 
Facto� analysis of the 20-item oral proficiency scale revealed that oral proficiency, 
as measured by the scale, was not uni-dimensional but multi-dimensional. It was factored 
into grammatical knowledge, sociolinguistic knowledge, listening comprehension, and 
fluency. Vocabulary crossed over these four factors to assist their operations. Two other 
factors were also extracted: an empathy factor and a phrase collector factor. This finding 
suggests that Cronbach' s  alpha of the oral proficiency scale needs to be interpreted with 
caution. 
Reliability of the Oral Proficiency Scale 
Cronbach's alpha for the original 20-item oral proficiency scale was .9209. The 
index was slightly improved to .9252 after the invalid two items (Items 6 and 19) were 
removed from the original scale. Both values proved that the oral proficiency scale 
created for this study is very reliable. However, because multi-dimensionality of the scale 
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Table 6 
Summary of Six Factors Underlying 20 Items of the Oral Proficiency Scale 
Factor 
Accuracy 
supported by 
vocabulary 
Loading 
Level 
Sociolinguistic High 
knowledge Medium 
supported by 
Low 
Listening High 
ability Medium 
supported by 
vocabulary Low 
Fluency High 
supported by Medium 
vocabulary Low 
Empathy High 
Medium 
Low 
Slang Use High 
Items That Loaded on Each Factor 
Item 8 (pronoun control) 
Item r (morphology control), Item 9 ( correct tense use) 
Item 4 (use of precise words), Item 2 (fluency in fonnal 
conversations), Item 3 (fast word retrieval), Item 1 7  
( courteous expression of anger), Item 19  ( sidestepping of 
a sensitive question), Item 12 (understanding of implied 
meaning) 
Item 16 (initiating and leading conversations) 
Item 14 (argument ability), Item 15 (courteous 
interruption of conversations) 
Item 19 (sidestepping of a sensitive question), Item 4 (use 
of precise words), Item 18 (quick response to jokes), Item 
3 (fast word retrieval), Item 17 ( courteous expression of 
anger), Item 1 1  (comprehension of English movies), Item 
20 (use of slang) 
Item 11  ( comprehension of English movies) 
Item 13 (idiom knowledge), Item 10 ( comprehension of 
rapid English conversation) 
Item 3 (fast word retrieval), Item 12 (understanding of 
implied meaning), Item 4 (use of precise words) 
Item 1 (fluency in informal conversations) 
Item 2 (fluency in formal conversations) 
Item 3 (fast word retrieval), Item 4 (use of precise words) 
Item 18 ( quick response to jokes and comments) 
Item 5 ( annoying people due to too slow English speech). 
Item 17 (courteous expression of anger), Item 19 (skillful 
sidestepping of sensitive questions), Item 12 
(understanding of implied meaning) 
Medium Item 20 (use of slang) 
Low Item 13 (idiom knowledge), Item 17 ( courteous expression 
of anger), Item 12 (understanding of implied meaning) 
a. High means the loading is equal to, or larger than, . 70. 
b. Medium means the loading comes between .50 and .70. 
c. The order of items reflects the amount of loading. 
d. Low means the loading is equal to, or less than, .50. 
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was revealed in the previous section, Cronbach's alpha results need to be taken with 
some caution. 
Cronbach's alpha of each component was as follows. Cronbach's alpha of the 
original grammar component (Items 7, 8, and 9), combined with vocabulary (Items 3 and 
4), was .8564. When all items comprising the grammar factor (Items 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 9, 12 
and 17) were combined, Cronbach's alpha was .8740. Cronbach's alpha of the original 
sociolinguistic component (Items 15 to 20 except for Item 19), combined with vocabulary, 
was .8628. When all items comprising the sociolinguistic factor (Items 3, 4, 11, 14, 15, 
16, 17, 18, and 20) were combined, Cronbach's alpha was .8855. Cronbach's alpha of the 
original listening comprehension component (Items 10 and 11 ), combined with 
vocabulary, was .8280. When all items comprising the listening comprehension factor 
(Items 3, 4, 10, 11, 12, and 13) were combined, Cronbach's alpha was .8634. Cronbach's 
alpha of the fluency component (Items I and 2), combined with vocabulary, was .8382. 
Finally, Cronbach's alpha of the vocabulary component (Items 3 and 4) was .8308. 
Conclusions of the Credibility Check 
of the Oral Proficiency Scale 
The following conclusions were drawn from the credibility check of the oral 
proficiency scale. 
• As a result of the validity check based on De Jong-Glas criterion ( 1987), the oral 
proficiency scale was proven to be valid after two invalid items (Items 6 and 19) 
were removed from it. 
• Factor analysis revealed multi-dimensionality of the oral proficiency scale. 
However, only four independent components were extracted, as a result of factor 
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analysis, instead of the five components that had been included when the oral 
proficiency scale was constructed. The extracted components were accuracy ( or 
grammatical knowledge), sociolinguistic knowledge, listening comprehension, 
and fluency. The vocabulary component crossed over these four components. 
• Two other unexpected components were also extracted from the factor analysis on 
the oral proficiency scale: an empathy component and a slang collection 
component. 
• Only 45% of the entire variance of the respondents' oral proficiency was 
explained with accuracy, sociolinguistic knowledge, listening comprehension, 
fluency, and vocabulary combined. Even if the unexpected two additional factors 
were added, only 58.7% of the entire variance of the respondents' oral proficiency 
was explained as a result of factor analysis. More than 40% of the variance 
remained unexplained. 
• The largest factor in the respondents' oral proficiency was accuracy, supported by 
vocabulary, and not fluency, as is generally believed. Fluency (supported by 
vocabulary) was the fourth largest factor, and explained only 7.8% of the entire 
variance of the respondents' oral proficiency. 
• The reliability of the oral proficiency scale was very high. Cronbach's alpha for 
the original 20-item scale was .92. Cronbach's alpha for the validated 1 8-item 
scale was as much as .93. 
• Cronbach' s alpha for each component of the oral proficiency scale ranged 
from .83 to .89. Therefore, when the reliability coefficient was examined, 
component by component, the scale still showed high reliability. 
127 
General Features of the Sample's Strategy Use 
When it was reduced to 18 items, the oral proficiency scale was proven to have 
very high validity and reliability. Using this oral proficiency scale, the relationship 
between oral proficiency and the two groups of strategies (functional-use strategies and 
cognitive strategies) were examined to test the research hypotheses for this study 
introduced in Chapter I. The results of this examination are presented in the next several 
sections. In this section, a few notable general descriptive features of the respondents' 
strategy use are presented, based on their total scores on the 31-item SILL. In the 
subsequent several sections, the details of the results of the hypothesis testing are 
described. 
The mean, the median, and the mode of the respondents' total strategy scores 
were very close to each other: the mean was 76, the median 77, and the mode 79. The 
skewedness of the score distribution was -.274. These data seemed to be sufficient to 
predict that, if the sample size had been several hundred, the score distribution would 
have formed a normal curve that was slightly skewed toward the high end of the score 
continuum. To confirm this prediction, the raw scores of the respondents were collapsed 
into 13 levels. Level 1 contained scores of O to IO; Level 2 contained 11  to 20; Level 3 
contained 21 to 30; Level 4 contained 31 to 40; Level 5 contained 41 to 50; Level 6 
contained 51 to 60; Level 7 contained 61 to 70; Level 8 constained 71 to 80; Level 9 
contained 81 to 90; Level 10 contained 9 1  to 100; Level 11  contained 101 to 1 10; Level 
12 contained 111 to 120; and Level 13 contained 120 to 124. When the raw scores were 
collapsed this way, score distribution emulated a clear normal curve (Figure 6). In this 
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Figure 6. Total strategy score distribution when the raw scores are collapsed into 13  
levels of total strategy use. 
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distribution, the mean, the median, and the mode became almost identical (mean of 8. 1 ,  
median of 8 ,  and mode of 8 ;  skewedness of -. 1 68). 
The mean raw score (approximately 76) indicates that, on average, sampled 
students used half of the listed 3 1  strategies half of the time, and half of them more than 
half of the time. In general, therefore, sampled �ntemational graduate students were 
medium to high users of language learning strategies. 
The highest raw score was 1 14. Because the possible maximum score was 124, 
this particular respondent used 21 out of 31 strategies almost always, and the remaining 
10  strategies more than half the time. The lowest score was 39. This indicates that even 
this one respondent used 8 out of 3 1  strategies at least half the time. 
The simple correlation r between the oral proficiency scores and the total strategy 
scores was .477 (p < .0 1 ). Therefore, in this sample, oral proficiency and the frequent use 
of language learning strategies had a positive relationship. To put it more accurately, 
22. 75% of all the variance of oral proficiency was explainable by the frequent use of 
language learning strategies as a whole. (Or, conversely, 22.75% of all the variance of the 
frequent use of language learning strategies was explainable by oral proficiency. The PM 
correlation does not imply causal direction.) 
As was mentioned in Chapter III, one prominent statistical feature of the SILL is 
its high reliability. In many research articles, Cronbach's alpha of over .90 is reported 
(Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995). However, Cronbach's alpha of this 3 1 -item SILL 
was .8686. The main reason for this alpha decrease in this study is probably due to the 
fact that only 3 1  items were used out of the full 80-item inventory. 
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· C<;>nclusions about the Sample's General Strategy Use 
The following conclusions were drawn from the examination of the respondents' 
general strategy use. 
• The sampled international graduate students from East Asia turned out to be 
medium to high users of language learning strategies on the questionnaire. 
• The correlation between oral proficiency scores and total language learning 
strategy scores was .477. In other words, 22.8% of the respondents' oral 
proficiency, as measured by the oral proficiency scale, was explainable by their 
use of language learning strategies. By the same token, 22.8% of the respondents' 
use of language learning strategies was explainable by their oral proficiency. 
(Correlation does not imply a direction of causality.) 
• Cronbach' s alpha for the 31  SILL strategies was .87. Therefore, despite the fact 
that these items were selected from the full 80-item inventory, their combined 
reliability coefficient was still high. 
Factor Analysis for Grouping the Strategies 
As was explained in Chapter III, the initial step for testing the research hypotheses 
was to empirically define the two groups of language learning strategies: functional-use 
strategies and cognitive strategies. Factor analysis was employed on the 31 SILL items 
for this purpose. 
First, using Baggaley's equation (Child, 1990), a sample size check was made to 
confirm that the results of this factor analysis would not be a product of mere errors. The 
mean of the correlations between all pairs of the 31  strategy items was . 1948. The 
computation based on this mean and the number of the items (i. e., 31) showed that the 
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minimum sample size needed to confirm that the result of factor analysis was not a mere 
error was about 93. The actual sample size for the present study was 124. Therefore, it 
was confirmed that the sample size of this study was enough to have a statistically 
meaningful result from factor analysis. 
Then, the principal component method was used to draw a scree plot. Figure 7 
shows the obtained scree plot. A close inspection of the plot revealed that, after the 5th 
factor, the slope formed a dull-angled straight line up to the 9th factor. Then, after the 9th 
factor, the slope angle was sharpened towards the 10th factor. Starting at the 10th factor, 
the slope formed a dull-angled straight line again. Therefore, the 10th factor seemed to be 
a critical point at which the plot started to form a long dull-angled straight line. Based on 
this inspection, the number of factors to extract was determined to be 10. 
Next, the principal axes method was employed to extract 10 factors. 
Unfortunately, however, this 10 factor extraction was not converged using SPSS 11.5. 
Some loadings exceeded 1.00. Therefore, the procedure was switched to a 9 factor 
extraction. (Nine factor extraction happened to be what took place when Kaiser's 
criterion, or the criterion of extracted factors' eigenvalues being one or larger, was 
applied for factor extraction. Kaiser's criterion was explained in Chapter III.) This 
extraction was converged, and nine factors were extracted by the principal axes method. 
These factors were then rotated by the V arimax rotation method. This method was used 
to rotate the extracted factors because language learning strategies seem to be fairly 
independent from group to group. This is especially so in the case of functional-use 
strategies and cognitive strategies, both of which are the primary concern of this study. 
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Factor Number 
Figure 7. The scree plot for factoring the 31 SILL strategy items. 
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However, the Direct Oblimin method was employed later to compare the results obtained 
from the two different rotation methods. The results of the Direct Oblimin rotation are 
presented in a subsequent section. 
Table 7 shows the results obtained from the V arimax rotation method. In this 
table, factor loadings of .255 or smaller is suppressed instead of a more conventional .300 
or smaller. As was noted in the Oral Proficiency Scale Dimensionality section, the 
general practice in the field is to suppress factor loadings of .300 or smaller. This 
criterion should be observed when statistical significance of a factor is an important 
consideration. Later, when the relationship between oral proficiency and groups of 
strategies ( as were empiricallr defined) was examined, the rigorous suppression criterion 
(i. e. ,  suppression of factor loadings of .300 or smaller) was used. However, a liberal 
criterion of .255 or smaller is often helpful for interpreting the nature of a factor because 
more information for interpretation is provided from more variables staying on a factor as 
factor loadings. For this reason, factor loadings larger than .255 appear in Table 7. 
Based on the variables that loaded on it, each factor may be characterized as 
follows. 
Factor 1 is a solitary practice approach to English learning. The strategies that 
loaded on this factor were a group of solitary practice strategies. The core part of this 
factor is repeated practice of learning targets. Targets could be new English expressions 
(Item 1 ), English sounds (Item 4), the spelling of English words (Item 5), and English 
idioms/phrases (Item 6). English sounds might be first imitated in a real setting (Items 2 
and 25), and then be practiced later when the respondents were alone. English 
expressions acquired by repeated practice might sometimes be applied to new situations 
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Table 7 
Rotated Factor Matrix for the SILL Items with the Factor Loading of.255 or Less 
Suppressed 
Factor 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 .751 
2 .638 .274 
3 .462 .41 5  
4 .586 
5 .625 
6 .463 .653 
7 .403 .287 
8 .547 
9 .644 
IO  .425 
1 1  .81 1 
12 .257 .352 
1 3  .613 
14 .355 .269 
1 5  .538 
16  .404 .462 .335 
17  .494 
1 8  .338 .489 
19  .257 .266 .348 
20 .702 
2 1  .360 .443 .423 
22 .806 
23 .273 .490 .358 
24 .492 
25 .438 .501 
26 -.401 .304 
27 .3 12  .490 .281 
28 .8 13  
29 .302 -.256 .305 .398 
30 .855 
3 1  .3 10  .3 10  .490 
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(Items 7 and 16). However, based on the fact that this factor did not load on other real 
language use items, the outcome of practice was not generally utilized for functional use 
of English. Table 8 shows that this factor explained 9.8% of all the variance of the 
respondents' strategy use. 
Factor 2 is an idiom use approach to English learning. The core part of this factor 
is idioms/routines/phrases utilization in language use (.65 loading on Item 6). The 
respondents in this approach consciously collected idioms and phrases. Collected phrases 
were sometimes compared for their similarities and differences ( .26 loading on Item 19). 
Underlying patterns were sought among them (.36 loading on Item 21). An important 
point, however, is that this idiom/phrase collection was not for study's sake, but for the 
sake of real language use. Based on the greatness of this factor's loading on Item 9 
(i. e., .64), collected phrases seem to have provided one important basis for the 
willingness and ability to think in English. They were applied to manage new situations 
in communication (.29 loading on Item 7; .46 loading on Item 16). And, they were used 
to know how American people think and feel ( .31 loading on Item 31  ). Thus, it is obvious 
that the essence of this factor lies in language learners' desire to functionally use English. 
It constitutes one basis for functional-use language learning strategies. (The principal 
researcher once talked with an international student using this approach. He was 
interested in using many colloquial phrases that American students actually use in their 
private lives. He believed that this approach was the only way to truly communicate with 
them.) This factor explained 6.2% of all the variance of the respondents' strategies {Table 
8). 
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Table 8 
Total Variance Explained by Rotation o/Nine Factors Extractedfrom the SILL Items 
Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Factor Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
I 3.029 9.772 9.772 
2 1 .920 6. 194 15 .966 
3 1 .844 5 .947 21 .913 
4 1 .797 5.796 27.708 
5 1 .623 5.234 32.943 
6 1 .533 4.946 37.889 
7 1 .370 4.419 42.309 
8 1 .297 4. 1 85 46.493 
9 1 . 142 3.684 50. 1 77 
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Factor 3 is a sound sensitivity approach to English learning. This factor loaded .81 
on Item 28 (sensitivity for making errors), and .30 on Item 29 (worrying about making 
errors). However, this error sensitivity is not directed to grammatical aspects of English. 
It is directed to pronunciation errors. Thus, this factor loaded .49 on Item 24 
( concentration on an English conversation that happens to be heard). It also loaded .501 
on Item 25 ( focus on the way a particular English sound is pronounced). Based on heard 
native speaker models, learners consciously check their own ways of pronouncing 
English. This sound sensitivity seems to relate to a desire to smoothly talk with English 
speakers. Thus, this factor loaded .3 1 on Item 27 ( actively looking for someone with 
whom a learner can speak English). It also loaded .31 on item 31 (interest in the 
American way of thinking/feeling). However, it did not load on many items that relate to 
functional language use such as Item 7 (new combination of known words), Item 9 
(trying to think in English), Item 1 2  (writing personal memos and messages in English), 
Item 15 (taking class notes in English), and Item 16 (application of learned patterns to 
new situations). This factor might be a reflection of certain English learners' awareness 
that a strong accent in their spoken English blocks their smooth communication with 
native English speakers. Improvement of English sounds without substantial efforts to 
functionally use English seems to constitute this factor. This factor explained 5.9% of all 
the variance of the respondents' use of language learning strategies (Table 8). 
Factor 4 is a structural interest approach to English learning. The core part of this 
factor lies in learner desire to develop a systematic understanding of how English 
language works (.81 loading on item 22). Thus, this factor loaded .49 on Item 1 7  (finding 
meaning by dividing a word into parts), which reflects an interest in word formation. It 
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loaded .34 on Item 18 (looking for similarities and contrasts between English and L 1 ), 
and .27 on Item 19 (looking for similarities and contrasts among English expressions). 
Both of the items reflect an interest in structural features of a language. By the same 
token, it also loaded .44 on Item 21 (looking for patterns in English). This factor's 
loading on Item 23 (guessing meaning from context) might suggest that one important 
information source for developing the understanding about how English works comes 
from a real communicative setting, and not merely from school learning or book reading. 
This factor constitutes one basis for cognitive language learning strategies. This factor 
explained 5 .8% of all the variance of the respondents' use of language learning strategies 
(Table 8). 
Factor 5 is a naturalistic exposure approach to English learning. The core part of 
this factor lies in learners' intention to learn English naturally while they live in an 
English-speaking country. Thus, respondents watched TV or listened to the radio in 
English (.55 loading on Item 8), but they probably did so for information, and not for 
deliberate language practice. They dealt with everyday communication naturalistically by 
applying what they already knew in new situations (.34 loading on Item 16), or by 
guessing meaning from context (.36 loading on Item 23). Because the point of this 
approach is to learn English naturally, respondents did not go so far as to have a language 
notebook to record new language information (-.401 loading on Item 26). They did not 
worry about making errors in real communications with native English speakers (-.26 
loading on Item 29). This factor might relate to integrative motivation proposed by 
Gardner and Lambert (1972). This factor's loading .49 on Item 31 might have stemmed 
from this relation. Also, this factor's prominent loading on Item 15 (taking class notes in 
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English) might relate to an integrative element of this factor. This factor constitutes one 
important basis for functional-use language learning strategies because it comes from 
learner propensity to naturalistically use a TL in a real setting. This factor explained 5.2% 
of all the variance of the respondents' strategy use (Table 8). 
Factor 6 is a transfer caution approach to English learning. The core part of this 
factor lies in caution against easily understanding English based on a learner's L 1 (. 702 
loading on item 20). When this factor loaded .49 on Item 18 (looking for similarities and 
contrasts between English and LI ), the emphasis was probably placed on contrasts 
between the two languages, and not on similarities. Conversely, its .35 loading on Item 
19 (looking for similarities and contrasts among English expressions) probably meant a 
positive commitment to the analysis of English structures, with both similarities and 
contrasts being on target. It loaded .42 on Item 21  (looking for patterns in English) 
because adequate knowledge about English patterns was one good way to prevent easy 
transfer. It loaded .31 on Item 29 (worrying about making errors) because easy transfer 
from an L 1 to English often was a cause of errors in speaking English. This factor 
provides another basis for cognitive language learning strategies. This factor explained 
4.9% of all the variance of the respondents' use oflanguage learning strategies (Table 8). 
Factor 7 is afun approach to English learning. The core part of this factor lies in 
fun or pleasure experienced while learners use English. Learners learn and/or use English 
simply because it is fun to do so, or simply because it brings them fun or pleasure. The 
factor's .81 loading on Item 11 (reading for pleasure in English) substantiated this. The 
factor also loaded .43 on Item 10 (attending out-of-class events) since respondents had 
fun using English while participating in out-of-class events and activities. This 
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factor's .35 loading on Item 12 might suggest that writing personal memos, messages, 
and letters in English gave genuine fun to some respondents simply because they 
authentically used English. By the same token, this factor's .27 loading on Item 2 might 
suggest that imitating native English speakers' ways of talking was simply fun or 
pleasure for some respondents. This factor constitutes one crucial basis for functional-use 
language learning strategies because learning and/or using English just for fun constitutes 
a very strong motivation to authentic ( and thus functional) use of English. This factor 
explained 4.4% of all the variance of the respondents' strategy use (Table 8). 
Factor 8 is company approach to English learning. The core part of this factor lies 
in a learner's propensity to seek company in language learning (.86 loading on Item 30). 
This factor is probably the opposite of Factor 1 (solitary practice approach). Thus, in this 
approach, English is always learned with somebody else who is either a native or non­
native speaker. This factor loaded .49 on Item 27 (active search for people with whom a 
learner can speak English). Its .304 loading on Item 26 (having a notebook to record what 
is learned) might suggest that some learners in this approach are fond of using learning 
tips that teachers in formal school often tout. This factor explained 4.2% of all the 
variance of the respondents' use of language learning strategies (Table 8). 
Factor 9 is a reading approach to English learning. The core part of this factor lies 
in a learner's propensity to rely on reading as the main source of information for English 
learning. Thus, this factor loaded on reading items such as Item 13  (careful reading after 
skimming; .6 1 loading) and Item 3 (repeated reading until a learner understands English 
material; .42 loading). As is typically observed among reading people, respondents using 
this approach worried about making errors when they used English ( .3 98 loading on Item 
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29). By the same token, they sought details when they heard or read English ( .27 loading 
on Item 14 ). This factor's .28 loading on item 27 might suggest that some respondents in 
this approach realized that their information source for English learning depended too 
much on reading. As one way of compensating, they might have sought live information 
by actively looking for people with whom they could have English conversations. This 
factor explained 3. 7% of all the variance of the respondents' use of language learning 
strategies (Table 8). 
In sum, the factoring of the 31 SILL items revealed that nine factors (i. e., 
language learning approaches or super-strategies) underlie the 31 individual strategies. Of 
the nine factors, three factors lay the basis for functional-use language learning strategies: 
the idiom use approach, the naturalistic exposure approach, and the English for fan 
approach. Based on this finding, functional-use strategies for this study were defined as a 
combination of three strategy groups: the idiom use group, the naturalistic exposure 
group, and the English for fan group. Factor analysis also revealed that two factors lay 
the basis for cognitive language learning strategies: the structural interest approach and 
the transfer caution approach. Based on this finding, cognitive language learning 
strategies for this study were defined as a combination of two strategy groups: the 
structural interest group and the transfer caution group. 
Four more factors were found from the factor analysis: the solitary practice 
approach, the sound sensitivity approach, the learning in company approach, and the 
reading approach. In Oxford's (1990) strategy classification, solitary practice relates to 
cognitive strategies. In this study, it was sep�ted from cognitive strategies. This is 
because cognitive strategies, as were defined in this study, are direct reflections of mental 
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operations by which linguistic input is processed into new elements of an interlanguage. 
In practice, certain mental operations may be activated. However, practice itself is 
conceptually different from these operations. Table 9 provides a summary of all the nine 
factors underlying the 3 1  SILL strategy items that emerged from the factor analysis. 
In the next section of this chapter, the factors obtained from the Varimax rotation 
method are compared with the factors obtained from the Direct Oblimin rotation method. 
This procedure helped confirm the adequacy of the nine factors obtained from the 
Varimax rotation. 
The Results of the Direct Oblimin Rotation 
This study's  preference was the Varimax rotation method because this method 
presupposes that underlying factors are orthogonal to each other. However, the Direct 
Oblimin rotation was also employed to compare the results with those from the V arimax 
rotation. If the two results were very different, a question might be raised: Which result 
really would be more adequate? 
The Direct Oblimin rotation was employed after nine factors were extracted by 
the same steps as were taken for the Varimax rotation. Table 10 shows the results of the 
Direct Oblimin rotation ( with .300 or smaller loadings suppressed). When factors are 
correlated to each other, a factor pattern (which is a matrix of coefficients of variables in 
each factor as a linear combination of variables) and factor structure ( which is a matrix of 
correlations of variables to each factor) are different. For the sake of consistency, Table 
10 shows the factor structure for the 3 1  SILL items, formed after the Direct Oblimin 
rotation� In this way, a direct comparison can be made between the results of the two 
different rotations. 
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Table 9 
Summary of Nine Factors Underlying the 31 Strategy SILL Items, Revealed by the 
Varimax rotation 
Factor 
Solitary 
Practice 
Idiom Use 
Sound 
Sensitivity 
Structural 
Interest 
Loading 
Level 
High. 
Mediumb 
High 
Medium 
Small 
High 
Medium 
Small 
High 
Medium 
Small 
Items That Loaded on Each Factor 
Item 1 (repeating new expressions) 
Item 2c (imitating NSd talk), Item 5 {spelling practice), 
Item 4 (sound practice) 
Item 6 (idiom/routine use), Item 3 (reading the same 
passage several times), Item 25 ( concentrating on NS 
pronunciation), Item 16 ( applying known patterns to new 
situations), Item 7 (using known words in different 
combinations) 
Item 6 (idiom/routine use), Item 9 (trying to think in 
English) 
Item 16 ( applying known patterns to new situations), Item 
21 (seeking patterns), Item 14 (seeking specific details), 
Item 3 1  (interested in the American way of thinking), Item 
7 ( using known words in different combinations), Item 12 
(writing personal notes in English), Item 19 (seeking 
similarities/contrasts among English expressions) 
Item 28 ( noticing errors) 
Item 25 ( concentrating on NS pronunciation) 
Item 24 ( concentrating on overheard English 
conversations), Item 27 ( seeking NSs for English 
conversations), Item 31 (interested in the American way of 
thinking), Item 29 (worrying about making errors), Item 
23 (guessing meaning from context) 
Item 22 (trying to understand how English works) 
Item 17 ( dividing a word into parts), Item 23 (guessing 
meaning from context), Item 21 (seeking patterns), Item 
18 (seeking similarities/contrasts between English and 
LI), Item 19 (seeking similarities/contrasts among English 
expressions) 
a. High means the loading is equal to, or larger than .70. 
b. Medium means the loading is between .50 and .70. 
c. The order of items reflects the amount of the loading. 
d. NS means a native English speaker. 
e. Small means the loading is equal to, or smaller than .50. 
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Table 9 Continued 
Factor 
Naturalistic 
Exposure 
Transfer 
Caution 
Leaming for 
Fun 
Learning in 
Company 
Loading 
Level 
High 
Medium 
Small 
High 
Medium 
Small 
mgh 
Medium 
Small 
Items That Loaded on Each Factor 
Item gc (watching 1V in English), Item 15 (talcing class 
notes in English) 
Item 31 (interested in the American way of thinking), Item 26 (recording new expressions in a notebook), Item 23 
(guessing meaning from context), Item 16 (applying known patterns to new situations), - Item 29e (worrying 
about making errors) 
Item 20 (cautious about Ll to L2 transfer) 
Item 18 (seeking similarities/contrasts between English 
and L 1 ), Item 21 (seeking patterns), Item 19 ( seeking 
similarities/contrasts among English expressions), Item 29 
(worrying about making errors) 
Item 11 (reading for pleasure) 
Item 10 (participating in out-of-class events), Item 12 
(writing personal notes in English), Item 2 (imitating NSf 
talk) 
Item 30 (having an English learning partner) 
Item 27 (seeking NSs for English conversations), Item 26 
(recording new expressions in a notebook) 
Reading High Medium Item 13 ( skimming first and then reading carefully) 
Small Item 3 (reading the same passage several times), Item 29 
(worrying about making errors), Item 27 (seeking NS for 
English conversations), Item 1 4  (seeking specific details) 
a. High means the loading is equal to, or larger than . 70. b. Medium means the loading comes between .50 and .70. c. The order of items reflects the amount of the loadings. d. Small means the loading is equal to, or smaller than .50. e. The negative sign shows that this item had a negative loading on the factor. f. NS means a native English speaker. 
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Table 10  
Structure Matrix for the SILL Items Rotated by Direct Oblimin Method and with Factor 
Loadings of. 300 or Less Suppressed 
Factor 
Item 1 2 3 4 . 5 6 7 8 9 
1 .779 -.302 .323 
2' .688 -.397 .432 .342 
3 .499 -.321 .457 
4 .63 1 .302 -.362 
5 .643 
6 .524 .359 .730 
7 .452 .363 .4 10  -.325 
8 -.554 .320 
9 .703 
10  .473 
1 1  .839 
12  .416  .3 13  
13  .613 
14  .420 
1 5  -.574 .386 .364 
16  .477 -.394 -.376 .3 12 .598 
17  .521 
1 8  .4 14 -.563 
1 9  .365 .352 -.4 13 
20 -.75 1 
2 1  .5 14 . .421 -.5 1 8  
22 .828 -.33 1 
23 -.390 .560 -.343 
24 -.549 
25 .487 -.589 
26 .4 12 .345 
27 .583 -.392 .334 -.3 15  
. 28 -.844 .323 
29 -.305 .437 -.330 
30 .853 
3 1  -.503 -.429 .446 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. Rotation converged in 3 1  
iterations. 
Factor loadings suppressed if they are .300 or less. 
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The Direct Oblimin rotation presupposes that factors are correlated to each other. 
The Varimax rotation presupposes that they are orthogonal to each other. Despite this 
important difference, nine factors obtained from the Direct Oblimin rotation were found 
to be the same factors as were obtained from the V arimax. rotation. However, the SILL 
items that had significant loadings on each factor were not exactly the same in the results 
of the two rotations. The following is a characterization of the nine factors that were 
obtained from the Direct Oblimin rotation. The reason for the judgment that both rotation 
results were the same is detailed in the description of Factor 2. 
Factor 1 is a solitary practice approach to English learning. This was also the first 
(therefore, the largest) factor in the results of the Varimax. rotation. Tue same exact items 
turned out to load significantly on this factor in the results of the two rotations. 
Factor 2 is an anti-naturalistic exposure approach to English learning. When the 
signs of factor loadings on this factor were changed, this factor neatly corresponded to 
Factor 5 in the Varimax. results. This factor was like the mirror image of Factor 5 in the 
V arimax results. Harman (1960) describes a bipolar factor underlying two seemingly 
opposing factors, such as heat and cold. He suggests a concept of temperature might be a 
good candidate for an appropriate bipolar factor uniting these two opposing factors. 
Following this idea, it would be appropriate to assume that the two factors obtained from 
the V arimax. and the Oblimin rotations represent the same underlying factor, but seen 
from the opposite angle. 
The same exact items loaded significantly on this factor that had loaded on the 
factor obtained from the V arimax rotation. 
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Factor 3 is a structural interest approach to English learning. This is the same as 
Factor 4 in the Varimax results. The same exact items loaded significantly on this factor 
in two rotation results. 
Factor 4 is a learning in company approach to English learning. lbis is the same 
as Factor 8 in the Varimax results. However, Item 4 (practice of English sounds) loaded 
in the Direct Oblimin results. This might suggest that some learners in this approach 
practice· English sounds in order to make them more sociable in communication with 
native English speakers. 
Factor 5 is an anti-sound sensitivity approach to English learning. When the signs 
of factor loadings on this factor were changed, they corresponded to the main loadings of 
Factor 3 in the Varimax results. However, four items additionally loaded on this factor: 
Items 1 to 4. Three of them were items relating to the practice of English sounds. 
Therefore, these additional loadings did not change the nature of this factor. As in the 
case of Factor 2 above, the two opposing factors obtained from the two different rotations 
are assumed to represent the same underlying factor. 
Factor 6 is a reading approach to English learning. This is the same as Factor 9 in 
the V arimax results. The same items loaded on this factor in both results with the loading 
of Item 27 (active search for people with whom a learner can speak English) 
exceeding .300 after the Oblimin rotation. 
Factor 7 is an English/or fun approach to English learning. Even though this 
corresponds to Factor 7 in the V arimax results, additional loading of many more items on 
this factor after the Oblimin rotation was impressive. Thus, based on the Oblimin results, 
many learners in this approach practice English sounds and expressions (Items 1 and 2), 
148 
learn idioms {Item 6), watch TV and/or listen to the radio in English (Item 8), and apply 
what they already know to new situations in order to deal with real communicative needs 
(Items 7 and 16). This factor, thus, turned out to constitute the most important basis for 
functional-use strategies. 
Factor 8 is an idiom use approach to learning English. This is the same as Factor 2 
in the Varimax results. However, three items additionally loaded on this factor: Items 2, 
1 5, and 28. Thus, based on the Oblimin results, besides collecting idioms/phrases for real 
language use, learners in this approach might practice English sounds, take class notes in 
English, and pay attention to errors they make when using English. 
Factor 9 is an anti-transfer caution approach. When the signs of factor loadings 
o� this factor were changed, they corresponded to the main loadings of Factor 6 in the 
Varimax results. Thus, this factor was, again, like the mirror image of Factor 6 in the 
Varimax results. Three items additionally loaded on this factor: Items 7, 22, and 27. Thus, 
based on the Oblimin results, there are some learners who refuse to worry about negative 
effects of L 1 transfers. Also, they may refuse to apply what they already know to new 
situations, refuse to develop their own understanding of how English works, and hate to 
actively look for people with whom they can speak English. As in the case of Factor 2 
and 5 above, the two opposing factors obtained from the two different rotations are 
assumed to represent the same underlying factor. Table 1 1  provides a summary of the 
nine factors underlying the 3 1  SILL strategy items that emerged from the Oblimin 
rotation. 
There were three factors in the results of the Oblimin rotation that showed mirror 
images of the V arimax results. However, these are assumed to represent the same 
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Table 1 1  
Summary of Nine Factors Underlying 31 Strategy Items, Revealed by the Direct Oblimin 
rotation 
Factor 
Solitary 
Practice 
Anti­
naturalistic 
Exposure 
Structural 
Interest 
Learning in 
Company 
Anti-sound 
Sensitivity 
Loading 
Level 
High 
Medium 
Small 
High 
Items That Loaded on Each Factor 
Item 1 (repeating new expressions) 
Item 2a (imitating NS talk), Item 5 (spelling practice), Item 
4 (sound practice), Item 6 (idiom/routine use) 
Item 3 (reading the same passage several times), Item 25 
(concentrating on NS pronunciation), Item 16 (applying 
known patterns to new situations), Item 7 (using known 
words in different combinations) 
Medium - Item 1 5b (taldng class notes in English), - Item 8 
Small 
(watching TV in English), - Item 3 1  (interested in the 
American way of thinking) 
Item 26 (recording new expressions in a notebook), - Item 
16 ( applying known patterns to new situations}, - Item 23 
(guessing meaning from context) 
High Item 22 (trying to understand how Eng1ish works) 
Medium Item 23 (guessing meaning from context}, Item 1 7  
Small 
(dividing a word into parts), Item 21 (seeking patterns) 
Item 1 8  (seeking similarities/contrasts between English and 
Ll), Item 19  (seeking similarities/contrasts among English 
expre • ODS) 
High Item 30 (having an English learning partner) 
Medium Item 27 ( seeking NSs for English conversations) 
Small Item 26 (recording new expressions in a notebook), Item 4 
( sound JJl!C!ic � 
High - Item 28 (noticing errors) 
Medium - Item 25 ( concentrating on NS pronunciation), - Item 24 
Small 
( concentrating on overheard English conversations) 
- Item 3 1  (interested in the American way of thinking), -
Item 2 (imitating NS talk), - Item 27 (seeking NSs for 
English conversations), - Item 4 (sound practice), - Item 1 6  
( applying known patterns to new situations), - Item 23 
(guessing meaning from context), - Item 3 (reading the 
same passage several times), - Item 29 (worrying about 
making errors), - Item 1 (repeating new expressions) 
a. The order of items reflects the amount of the loadings. 
b. The negative sign shows that the item loaded negatively on the factor. 
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Table 1 1  Continued 
Factor 
Reading 
English for 
Fun 
Idiom Use 
Loading 
Level 
High 
Medium 
Small 
High 
Medium 
Small 
High 
Items That Loaded on Each Factor 
Item 1 3  (skimming first and then reading carefully) 
Item 38 (reading the same passage several times), Item 29 
( worrying about making errors), Item 27 ( seeking NSs for 
English conversations) 
Itein 11 (reading for pleasure) 
Item 10  (participating in out-of-class events), Item 2 
(imitating NS talk), Item 12 (writing personal notes in 
English), Item 15 (taking class notes in English), Item 7 
(using known words in different combinations), Item 6 
(idiom/routine use), Item 1 (repeating new expressions), 
Item 8 (watching TV in English), Item 16 (applying known 
pattern to new situations) 
Item 6 (idiom/routine use), Item 9 (trying to think in 
English) 
Medium Item 16 ( applying known patterns to new situations) 
Small Item 3 1  (interested in the American way of thinking), Item 
21  (seeking patterns), Item 14 (seeking specific details), 
Item 7 (using known words in different combinations), 
Item 15 (taking class notes in English), Item 19 (seeking 
similarities/contrasts among English expressions), Item 2 
(imitating NS talk), Item 28 (noticing errors), Item 1 2  
(writing personal notes in English) 
Anti-transfer High - Item 20 (cautious about Ll to L2 transfer) 
Caution Medium - Item 1 gh (seeking similarities/contrasts between English 
Small 
and L 1 ), - Item 21 ( seeking patterns) 
- Item 19 (seeking similarities/contrasts among English 
expressions), - Item 22 (trying to understand how English 
works), - Item 29 (worrying about making errors), - Item 7 
(using known words in different combinations), - Item 27 
(seeking NSs for English conversations) 
a. The order of items reflects the amount of the loadings. 
b. The negative sign shows that the item loaded negatively on the factor. 
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underlying factors that their counterparts in the V arimax results did. Therefore, it was 
concluded that the nine factors obtained from the Oblimin rotation were the same as the 
factors obtained from the V arimax rotation. An adequacy of the nine factors found by the 
V arimax rotation was thus strengthened by the Oblimin results. 
Conclusions of the Factor Analysis 
for Defining the Two Groups of Strategies 
The following conclusions were drawn from the factor analysis conducted to 
empirically define cognitive language learning strategies and functional-use language 
learning strategies: 
• The principal axes method with the V arimax rotation revealed nine factors, or 
broad strategy categories, that underlie the 31 SILL strategy items. These were the 
solitary practice strategy category, the idiom use strategy category, the sound 
sensitivity strategy category, the structural interest strategy category, the 
naturalistic exposure strategy category, the transfer caution strategy category, the 
English for fun strategy category, the learning in company strategy category, and . 
the reading strategy category. 
• These learning strategy factors explained 50.2% of the entire variance of the 
respondents' use of the 31  SILL strategies. 
• Based on the examination of the strategy items that loaded on each factor, 
cognitive strategies were empirically defined as a combination of the two broad 
strategy categories: structural interest and transfer caution. Functional-use 
strategies were defined as a combination of the three broad strategy categories, 
idiom use, naturalistic exposure, and English for fun. 
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• The results of the principal axes method with the Direct Oblimin rotation 
supported the V arimax results. It revealed the same nine factors as the V arimax 
rotation did. There were three factors in the Oblimin results that showed mirror 
images of the Varimax results. However, following Harman's ( 1960) explanation 
about a bipolar factor, these were assessed to represent the same underlying 
factors that their counterparts in the Varimax results did. 
• The . same strategy items did not always load on the same factor after the two 
different rotations were conducted. Thus, in the Oblimin results, far more items 
loaded on the English for fun factor than those in the V arimax results, which helps 
to better understand the characteristics of this factor. 
Factoring the Strategy Items 
Together with the Oral Proficiency Scores 
After three functional-use strategy factors and two cognitive strategy factors were 
empirically defined, based on the V arimax rotation results, factor analysis was again 
employed with the oral proficiency scores being placed in the same factor space as the 3 1  
strategy items. This analysis was conducted to find the first evidence for determining the 
relationship between oral proficiency and the two groups of strategies (functional-use 
strategies and cognitive strategies). The analysis was conducted by the same steps that 
were taken in the previous analyses. The results of the V arimax rotation were used as the 
main source for the examination. However, the results of the Direct Oblimin rotation 
were also used to confirm an adequacy of the V arimax results. 
Table 12 shows the results of the Varimax rotation employed after the SILL items 
and the oral proficiency scores were placed in the same common space. In this table, 
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Table 12  
Rotated Factor Matrix for the SILL Items and Oral Proficiency Scores Placed in the 
Common Space (with Factor Loadings of. 300 or Less Suppressed) 
Factor 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 .743 
2 .630 .343 
3 .464 .4 14 
4 .588 
5 .630 
6 .456 .6 19  
7 .390 
8 .505 
9 .636 
10  .395 
1 1  .756 
12  .448 
13  .609 
14 .33 1 
1 5  .371 .487 
1 6  .395 .444 
17 .491 
1 8  .3 1 6  .520 
19  .375 
20 .670 
21  .367 .4 1 8  .440 
22 .805 
23 .478 .337 
24 .498 
25 .434 .498 
26 -.401 -.429 
27 .3 1 0  .485 
28 .8 1 6  
29 -.256 .300 .420 
30 .864 
3 1  .321 .321 .490 .469 
Oral .700 .301  
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
Rotation Method: V arimax with Kaiser Normalization. Rotation converged in 1 1  
iterations. 
Factor loadings suppressed if they are .300 or less. 
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factor loadings of .30 or smaller are suppressed. The point for this inspection is on what 
factor(s) the oral proficiency scores at the last row of the table loaded. (Because the 
addition of the 32nd variable, or oral proficiency scores, changed correlations between 
pairs of the variables in the common space, the order of factors also changed.) In this 
common space, the oral proficiency scores loaded . 70 on Factor 2, which corresponds to 
Factor 7 in Table 7. Factor 7 in Table 7 was the English for fun approach to English 
learning. As such, this factor constitutes part of functional-use strategies. The oral 
proficiency scores also loaded .30 I on Factor 4, which corresponds to Factor 2 in Table 7. 
Factor 2 in Table 7 was the idiom use approach to English learning. It also constitutes 
part of functional-use strategies. Therefore, when put in the common space together with 
the strategy items, the oral proficiency scores loaded on two functional-use factors. 
When the criterion of .30 for factor loading significance fails to show a real 
picture about the relationship among variables, a more liberal criterion of .26 may be 
permissible (Child, 1990). (Orthogonality needs to be assumed among factors for this 
liberal criterion.) This criterion was already used when the nine factors were interpreted 
in the previous section. Table 13  shows the results of the same Varimax rotation when 
factor loadings of .26 or smaller are suppressed. (The point for inspection is, again, on 
what factor(s) the oral proficiency scores loaded.) This time, the oral proficiency scores 
loaded .26 on Factor 7, which corresponds to Factor 5 in Table 7. Factor 5 in Table 7 was 
the naturalistic exposure approach to English learning. This factor constitutes part of 
functional-use strategies as well. Thus, when significance criterion was loosened to .26, 
oral proficiency scores loaded on all the three functional-use strategy factors. The 
significant relationship between oral proficiency and functional-use language learning 
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Table 13 
Rotated Factor Matrix for the SILL Items with Oral Proficiency Scores Placed in the 
Common Space (with Factor Loadings of.255 or Less Suppressed) 
Factor 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 .743 
2 .630 .343 
3 .464 .4 14 
4 .588 
5 .630 
6 .456 .263 .6 19  
7 .390 .267 .296 
8 .505 
9 .636 
10 .395 
1 1  .756 
12 .448 
13 .609 
14 .33 1 .276 
15 .371 .487 
16 .395 .444 .295 
17 .491 
1 8  .3 16  .520 
19 .375 
20 .670 
21 .367 .4 1 8  .440 
22 .805 
23 .275 .478 .337 
24 .498 
25 .434 .498 
26 -.401 -.429 .286 
27 .3 1 0  .485 .293 
28 .8 16 
29 .298 -.256 .300 .420 
30 .864 
3 1  .321 .321 .490 .469 
Oral .700 .301 .263 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
Rotation Method: V arimax with Kaiser Normalization. Rotation converged in 1 1  
iterations. 
Factor loadings suppressed if they are .255 or less. 
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strategies was undeniable. Table 14  shows the result of the Direct Oblimin rotation when 
the SILL items and the oral proficiency scores were placed in the common space. Factor 
loadings of .30 or smaller are suppressed in the table. In this result, oral proficiency 
loaded . 77 on the English for fun factor, -.4 1 on the anti-naturalistic exposure factor, and 
-.49 on the anti-idiom use factor. These can be all seen to be functional-use factors; the 
oral proficiency scores loaded .33 on solitary practice. Thus, the result of the Oblimin 
rotation also suggested significant relationship between oral proficiency and functional­
use strategies. 
Conclusions of the Factor Analysis of the 3 1  Strategy Items 
Together with Oral Proficiency Scores 
The following conclusions were drawn from the factor analysis of the 3 1  strategy 
items with the oral proficiency scores added as the 32nd variable. 
• When the V arimax rotation was conducted with the loadings of .300 or less 
suppressed, oral proficiency scores shared positive loadings with English for fun 
and idiom use. These two strategy categories comprised two of the three 
components of functional-use strategies empirically defined in this study. This 
provided the first evidence of a positive relationship between oral proficiency and 
functional-use strategies. 
• When the V arimax rotation was conducted with the loading of .255 or less 
suppressed, oral proficiency scores shared positive loadings with all three 
components of functional-use strategies. A positive relationship between oral 
proficiency and functional-use strategies seems to be undeniable. 
157 
Table 14  
Structure Matrix for the SILL Items Rotated by Direct Oblimin Method and with the Oral 
Proficiency Scores in the Common Space 
Factor 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 .779 -.303 .330 
2 .690 -.397 .459 -.332 
3 .492 -.3 1 8  .465 
4 .626 .306 -.364 
5 .644 
6 .52 1 .392 -.722 
7 .452 .333 .350 -.414  
8 .355 -.53 1 
9 .302 -.704 
10 .426 
1 1  .771 
1 2  .472 
13 .608 
14 .305 -.4 1 5  
15  .445 -.559 -.355 
16  .476 -.382 .345 -.368 -.598 
1 7  .525 
1 8  .570 .422 
19  .406 .366 -.359 
20 .7 19  
21  .496 .5 1 7  -.438 
22 .304 .839 -.306 
23 .550 -.344 -.385 
24 -.554 
25 .484 -.586 
26 .327 .438 
27 .329 .585 -.389 .335 
28 -.844 -.320 
29 .357 -.305 .443 .302 
30 .86 1  
3 1  -.435 -.489 -.450 
Oral .325 .772 -.414 -.493 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. Rotation converged in 3 1  
iterations. 
Factor loadings suppressed if they are .300 or less. 
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• The Direct Oblimin rotation confirmed the above conclusion. As a result of this 
rotation, oral proficiency scores shared a positive loading with English for fun and 
solitary practice, and a negative loading with anti-naturalistic exposure and anti­
idiom use. Thus, here again, a positive relationship between oral proficiency 
scores and functional-use strategies seems to be undeniable. 
Hypothesis Testing by Multiple R's (A-analysis) 
Factoring the SILL items together with the oral proficiency scores corroborated 
that functional-use language learning strategies are associated with oral proficiency. 
However, in the same factoring, no relationship between cognitive strategies and oral 
proficiency emerged. To clearly determine the relationship between oral proficiency and 
functional-use strategies on one hand, and between it and cognitive strategies on the other, 
multiple R 's were computed. 
As a result of factor analysis of the SILL items, functional-use strategies were 
divided into three groups: idiom use, naturalistic exposure, and English for fun. Cognitive 
strategies were divided into two groups: structural interest and transfer cau�on. Multiple 
R was computed between the oral proficiency scores and each of these five strategy 
groups. In each computation, the items which loaded .30 or higher on each group factor 
were used as predictors; the oral proficiency scores were used as the criterion. 
Table 15 shows the multiple R 's that resulted from the computations made 
between oral proficiency and functional-use strategy groups. All three :functional-use 
strategy groups (i.e., the English for fun group, the idiom use group, and the naturalistic 
exposure group) had medium correlations to oral proficiency. The judgment of high, 
medium, and low correlations is based on the criterion provided by Hinkle, Wiersma, and 
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Table 15 
Multiple R 's between the Oral Proficiency Scores and the Functional-Use Strategy 
Groups with Factor Loadings of .300 or Less Suppressed 
Strategy Group R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
English for Fun 
Idiom Use 
.387 
.318 
Naturalistic Exposure .596c .355 
a. Predictors: Items 10, 11, and 12. 
b. Predictors: Items 6, 9, 14, 16, 21, and 31. 
c. Predictors: Items 8, 15, 16, 23, 26, and 31. 
The dependent variable is the oral proficiency scores. 
.372 
.283 
.322 
9.042 
9.664 
9.395 
Jurs (1998). Table 16 shows the significance of these R 's. All the three R 's were 
significant at the .01 level. Especially, the multiple R between oral proficiency and the 
English for fun group had a very high F value. This same group also had a high factor 
loading (. 70) on the oral proficiency scores when factoring was made after the SILL 
items and the oral proficiency scores were placed in the common space in the last section. 
The robustness of the relationship between this group and oral proficiency was 
outstanding. (When predictors increase, a degree of freedom decreases. Therefore, when 
many predictors are used in the multiple linear regression analysis, Adjusted R 's are also 
computed. In the above case, the adjusted R between oral proficiency and the English for 
fun strategies was .61, the adjusted R between oral proficiency and the idiom use 
strategies was .53, and the adjusted R between oral proficiency and the naturalistic 
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Table 1 6  
The Significance of the Multiple R 's between the Oral Proficiency Scores and the 
Functional-Use Groups with Factor Loadings of.JOO or Less Suppressed 
Sum of Mean 
Group Source Sguares· df Sguares F Sig. 
English for Regression 6205.828 3 2068.609 25.302 .000 
Fun Residual 9810.656 120 8 1 .755 
Total 1 6016.484 123 
Idiom Use Regression 5090.487 6 848.414 9.085 .000 
Residual 10925.997 1 17 93 .385 
Total 16016.484 123 
Naturalistic Regression 5689.88 1 6 948.3 14 10.744 .000 
Exposure Residual 10326.603 1 17 88.262 
Total 1 6016.484 1 23 
exposure strategies was .57. Therefore, even if the adjusted R 's are considered, the above 
argument seems to be tenable.) 
Table 1 7  shows the multiple R 's that resulted from the computations made 
between oral proficiency and cognitive strategy groups. Both cognitive strategy groups 
had low correlations to oral proficiency. Table 1 8  shows the significance of these 
multiple R 's. The multiple R between the structural interest group and oral proficiency 
was significant at the .05 level. The multiple R between the transfer caution group and 
oral proficiency was significant at the .0 1 level. (The adjusted R between oral proficiency 
and the structural interest strategies was .226, and the adjusted R between oral 
proficiency and the transfer caution group was .30. When the adjusted R is considered, 
the significance of the R between oral proficiency and the structural interest strategies 
needs to be taken with caution.) 
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Table 17  
Multiple R 's between the Oral Proficiency Scores and the Cognitive Strategy Groups 
with Factor Loadings of.300 or Less Suppressed 
Strategy Grou2 R R Sguare 
Structural Interest .Joo• .090 
Transfer Caution .356b . 127 
a. Predictors : Items 17, 1 8, 2 1 ,  22, and 23. 
b. Predictors: Items 1 8, 1 9, 20, 2 1 ,  and 29. 
The dependent variable is the oral proficiency scores. 
Table 1 8  
Adjusted R Std. Error of 
S9.uare the Estimate 
.05 1 1 1 . 1 14 
.090 10.886 
The Significance of the Multiple R 's between the Oral Proficiency Scores and the 
Cognitive Strategy Groups with Factor Loadings of. 300 or Less Suppressed 
Sum of Mean 
Group Source Squares df Squares F Sig. 
Structural Regression 1441 .554 5 288.3 1 1  2.334 .046 
Interest Residual 14574.930 1 1 8 1 23.5 16 
Total 16016.484 123 
Transfer Regression 2032.726 5 406.545 3.43 1 .006 
Caution Residual 13983.758 1 1 8 1 18.506 
Total 16016.484 123 
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Thus, combined with the result of the factor analysis, it was concluded that the 
three functional-use strategy groups had medium positive correlations to oral proficiency. 
The two cognitive strategy groups had low positive correlations to oral proficiency. In 
other words, in the sample of this study, oral proficiency had a low positive correlation to 
cognitive strategies. In contrast, it had a medium correlation to functional-use strategies. 
Therefore, the results of hypothesis testing are stated as follows. Hypothesis ( 1 )  
was rejected in such a way that the alternative hypothesis (3) was sustained. Hypothesis 
(2) was rejected in such a way that the alternative hypothesis ( 4) was sustained. The 
correlation between oral proficiency and cognitive strategies was found to be low. The 
results thus matched the prediction that is made by Ellis' weak interface position. Based 
on this finding, it was concluded that the nature of learner internal input processing is 
mainly implicit in oral proficiency acquisition. However, the explicit learning of discrete 
grammatical items such as that observed in formal language classrooms does play a 
certain role in oral proficiency acquisition. 
The multiple R is a better index of the relationship between multiple predictors 
and a criterion than the simple correlation r. In the multiple R, the influence of one 
predictor on another is controlled by the idea of semi-partial correlation to prevent that 
this influence will create a spurious relationship between a criterion and predictors. When 
a simple correlation is computed between a criterion and predictors, after predictors are 
simply summed, this spurious influence is not controlled. However, a simple correlation 
was also computed between oral proficiency and a total of items that composed each 
strategy group. This was done to obtain a supplemental confirmation of the above 
conclusion. Table 19 shows the results of the computation. All the three functional-use 
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Table 19 
Simple PM Correlations between the Oral Proficiency Scores and Each Strategy Group 
with the Factor Loadings of.300 or Larger Included as Predictors 
Group Correlation Significance 
Solitary practice .447 .. 8 
Idiom collection .522* *  
Sound s�nsitivity . 139 
Structural interest . 199*b 
Naturalistic ex�sure .537** 
Transfer caution .006 
English for fun .589* *  
Learning in company .029 
Reading -.024 
a ** means that a correlation is significant at the .01 level. 
b. * means that a correlation is significant at the .05 level. 
.000 
.000 
. 123 
.027 
.000 
.948 
.000 
.749 
.795 
When N = 122, the PM correlation r is significant at the .05 level if r > . 118; it is 
significant at the .01 level if r > .232. 
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strategy groups had medium correlations to oral proficiency. In contrast, only one 
cognitive strategy group (the structural interest group) had a slightly positive correlation 
to oral proficiency. Another cognitive group (the transfer caution group) almost had a 
zero correlation to oral proficiency. Thus, the result of the computation of simple r 
generally supported the hypothesis testing, based on multiple R 's. 
To further check how much the above conclusion is adequate, the simple 
correlation r between the oral proficiency scores and each of the 3 1  SILL items was also 
computed. Table O 1 in Appendix O shows the result of this computation. Thirteen out of 
15  items that comprised functional-use strategies had a significant positive correlation to 
the oral proficiency scores at the .01 level. Thus, the robustness of the positive 
relationship between oral proficiency and functional-use strategies was undeniable. On 
the other hand, only 3 of 10  items that comprised cognitive strategies had a significant 
positive correlation to the oral proficiency scores at the .05 level. One item (Item 29) had 
a significant negative correlation to the oral proficiency scores at the .01 level. The 
detected weakness of the relationship between oral proficiency and individual cognitive 
strategies is somewhat confusing. However, it should be rem�mbered that a language 
learning approach, as an underlying factor, works as a whole. Thus, the effectiveness of 
the approach should be assessed holistically. For example, a cognitive approach such as 
transfer caution has both advantages and disadvantages. It works positively when a 
language learner in this approach concentrates only on the logic of the English language 
in fear that he or she would misunderstand English from a L 1 point of view (i. e. , a 
significant positive correlation of Item 19  to oral proficiency). It works negatively when 
the same learner worries too much about making mistakes due to his or her L 1 
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knowledge (i.e. ,  significant negative correlation of Item 29 to oral proficiency). But, as a 
whole, this approach works slightly for enhancing oral proficiency rather than preventing 
it. Thus, raised awareness of the English structure in this approach may help a learner 
hook real English structure in a flow of real English use. The multiple R seems to have 
proven this holistic effectiveness of the transfer caution approach. 
Conclusions of the Hypothesis Testing Using A-analysis 
The following crucial conclusions were drawn from the hypothesis testing using 
A-analysis, which was the purpose of this study. 
• The respondents' oral proficiency had a small correlation to their use of cognitive 
language learning strategies. Therefore, null hypothesis (1) was rejected and the 
alternative hypothesis (3) was proven. 
• The respondents' oral proficiency had a medium correlation to their use of 
functional-use language learning strategies. Therefore, null hypothesis (2) was 
rejected and the alternative hypothesis was proven. 
• The correlation between oral proficiency and the use of cognitive strategies was 
small. 
• These conclusions, combined, matched the prediction made by Ellis' weak 
interface position. Therefore, it was.concluded that the respondents' input 
processing associated with the enhancement of their oral proficiency was mainly 
implicit. At the same time, explicit processing of declarative language knowledge, 
such as discrete grammatical items, was found to play a certain role in oral 
proficiency enhancement. 
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• A positive relationship between oral proficiency and English for fan was 
especially robust. English/or fan strategies had a . 700 loading on oral proficiency 
when oral proficiency was rotated by V arimax together with the 31 strategy items. 
The multiple R computation conducted here for the hypothesis testing revealed a 
very high F value of its correction to oral proficiency, which was another 
. documentation of the robustness of its positive relationship with oral proficiency. 
Oral Proficiency and Other Strategy Groups 
The factor analysis revealed four other strategy groups than cognitive and 
functional-use strategy groups. Many of them also showed positive correlations to oral 
proficiency. Table P l  in Appendix P shows the multiple R 's between oral proficiency and 
these strategy groups. Table P2 in Appendix P shows the significances of these R 's. The 
solitary practice group and the sound sensitivity groups had medium positive correlations 
to oral proficiency. The reading group had a low positive correlation to oral proficiency. 
The solitary practice group had a .325 loading on the oral proficiency scores after the 
nine strategy factors were rotated together with the oral proficiency scores by the Direct 
Oblimin method (Table 14). 
It may be a notable finding that solitary practice had a positive correlation to oral 
proficiency that was similar in strength to the correlation between oral proficiency and 
functional-use strategy groups. The results of A-analysis showed that oral proficiency 
acquisition is mainly implicit. The best way for implicit language learning is adequate 
immersion in authentic linguistic input. The primary value of functional-use strategies is 
to aid learners in this immersion. However, second/world language learners' meagerness 
of immersion in authentic input has often been pointed out. The difference in amount of 
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daily native speaker contact between native and non-native English speakers was 
reported in the Demographic Features section (Figures 1 and 2). Solitary practice might 
be one good way to compensate for non-native speakers' general poverty in real English 
immersion. The rationale for this will be presented in the next section of this chapter. 
Item-by-Item Analysis (B-analysis) 
of the Relationship between Oral Proficiency and Strategies 
A-analysis revealed that internal linguistic input processing was mainly implicit 
when international graduate students in the sample tried to acquire oral proficiency. It 
also revealed that explicit learning of declarative knowledge, such as discrete 
grammatical items, played a role in their oral proficiency acquisition. To understand the 
detailed learning process in this framework (i.e. ,  learner internal input processing), B­
analysis was conducted. B-analysis consisted of an item-by-item analysis of the 
relationship between oral proficiency and each strategy item. 
To conduct B-analysis, the oral proficiency scores were collapsed into three levels 
of proficiency: high, intermediate, and low proficiency levels. Level 5 in Figure 3 (which 
included oral proficiency scores from 37 through 45) was defined as the intermediate 
level. This level included 48 respondents. Levels 1 through 4 in Figure 3 were defined as 
the low level. This level included 38 respondents. Level 6 through 8 in Figure 3 were 
defined as the high level. This level included 38 respondents. 
The respondents were also divided into three levels of strategy users: high, 
medium, and low users of strategies. On each strategy item, respondents who marked 2 
(using a strategy half the time) were defined as medium users. The respondents who 
marked O or 1 (using a strategy rarely or less than half the time) were defined as low 
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users. The respondents who marked 3 or 4 ( using a strategy more than half the time or 
almost always) were defined as high users. The ratio among high, medium, and low users 
changed from item to item. 
Then, a Chi-square between oral proficiency and the strategy use was computed 
on each strategy item. A PM correlation between oral proficiency and the strategy use 
was also computed. The PM correlation was computed because, for some items, Chi­
square computations failed to follow the assumption that an expected frequency in each 
cell should be at least 5 (Horowitz, 1974). In these cases, PM correlations were referred 
to for determining a significance of dependency between oral proficiency and strategy 
use. Four kinds of relationship between oral proficiency and strategy use were revealed 
from these computations: positive proportional relationship, negative proportional 
relationship, mixed relationship, and no relationship. These are explained below. 
Table 20 lists 16 strategy items, the use of which showed significant positive 
proportional relationship with oral proficiency. The numbers in the oral proficiency 
columns on each strategy item show percentages of its high or low users within high, 
intermediate, or low proficiency levels. Except for two items (Items 19 and 23), 
percentages of high users proportionally increased as the oral proficiency level became 
higher. Conversely, percentages of low users proportionally decreased as the oral 
proficiency level became higher. In Items 19  and 23, percentages of high users 
proportionally increased as the oral proficiency level became higher. However, 
percentages of low users did not decrease proportionally when the oral proficiency 
shifted from intermediate to high levels. Rather, they increased slightly with the shift. 
Because this increase was very slight, percentages of low users were interpreted to 
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Table 20 
Strategy !terns That Show Positive Proportional Relationship with Oral Proficiency 
Oral Proficiencx: Level r Item Use Low Mid High r 
1 .  I say new expressions High 26.3 47.9 65.8 14. 1 5** .342** 
repeatedly to practice them. Low 36.8 22.9 7.9 
2. I imitate the way native High 44.7 68.8 89.5 ?20.94 .. .461 ** 
speakers talk. Low 18.4 4.2 0 
6. I use idioms or other High 10.5 29.2 55.3 22.35** .450** 
routines in English. Low 52.6 29.2 13.2 
7. I use familiar words in High 36.8 50.0 68.4 1 1 .46** .354** 
different combinations. Low 26.3 14.6 2.6 
8. I watch TV shows or listen High 78.9 9 1 .7 100 ?1 0.04* .397** 
to the radio in English. Low 7.9 2. 1 0 
9. I try to think in English. High 39.5 64.6 81 .6 17.99** .407 .. 
Low 34.2 10.4 10.5 
10. I participate in out-of- High 3 1 .6 39.6 52.6 6.23 .210•• 
class events. Low 42. 1  27. 1 1 8.4 
1 1 . I read for pleasure in High 1 5.8 37.5 60.5 21 .86** .560** 
English. Low 55.3 25.0 15.8 
12. I write personal notes or High 28.9 68.8 8 1 .6 26. 1 1 ** .438** 
messages in English. Low 3 1 .6 8.3 5.3 
14. I seek specific details in High 42. 1  56.3 65.8 ?1 1 .47* .305** 
what I hear in English. Low 23.7 10.4 0 
1 5 . I take notes in class in High 73.7 95.8 100 ?17.83** .5oo•• 
English. Low 10.5 2.1 0 
16. I apply learned patterns to High 39.5 60.4 86.8 ?20.30** .436** 
new situations. Low 15.8 4.2 2.8 
1 9. I look for similarities and High 3 1 .6 47.9 52.6 6.20 . 1 98* 
con1rasts in English. Low 28.9 12.5 13 .2 
22. I try to understand how High 47.4 52. 1 63 .2 5 . 1 1 . 1 96* 
English works. Low 31 .6 16.7 15.8 
23. I guess a general meaning High 78.9 87.5 92. 1 ?3 . 1 3  .266** 
from context. Low 5.3 2. 1 2.6 
3 1 .  I pay attention to the way High 44.7 70.8 78.9 ?1 1 . 10* .380** 
American people think/feel. Low 18.4 8.3 5.3 
a. * means p<. 05; ** means p<. OJ . 
b. The critical value oft' is 9.49 whenp<.05, and 13 .28 whenp<. 0J . 
c. The critical value ofr is . 1 78 whenp<. 05, and .232 whenp<.01. 
d. ? indicates that the Chi-square computation did not meet the assumption that an 
expected value in any cell is at least 5. 
e. All numbers in the Oral Proficiency columns show percentages. 
170 
actually remain the same when oral proficiency shifted from intermediate to high levels. 
On the other hand, percentages of high users clearly increased with the corresponding 
level shift. Therefore, these two items were also classified as items that showed a 
significant positive proportional relationship with oral proficiency. (Chi-squares were not 
significant on these items, but PM correlations were.) 
Eleven of the 16 items (Items 6 through 16, and Item 31 in the list) were those 
which comprised three functional-use strategy groups in A-analysis. Many of them were 
either the strategies which direct a learner to functionally use English in a certain way 
(Items 9, 11, 12, and 15), or the strategies which direct a certain verbal action helpful to 
keep communication on track (Items 6, 7, and 16). Further, some of them were the 
strategies which tell a learner a good way to be immersed in real English (Items 8 and 10). 
The latter two kinds of strategies directly promote implicit language learning. By 
immersing himself or herself in real English, following the direction of strategies such as 
Items 8 and 10, language learners receive linguistic input that could be implicitly 
processed in their heads. By keeping communication on track by the aid of strategies 
such as Items 6, 7, and 16, language learners increase their immersion time in real 
English. This increases the probability of implicit learning for them. However, even the 
first kind of strategies seems to help promote implicit learning. The principal researcher 
(a non-native English speaker) wrote all class notes in English; he tried to think in 
English in class. By so doing, he probably combined discrete grammatical items into one 
unified procedure implicitly, which developed into part of his oral proficiency as a 
system of implicit procedural knowledge. Thus, most functional-use strategies listed here 
17 1 
seeni to have enhanced the respondents' oral proficiency by helping them implicitly 
process linguistic input. 
Three of the 16 items listed (Items 19, 22, and 23) were cognitive strategies. Two 
of them (Items 19 and 23) barely passed the qualification screening mentioned above. 
None of these three items attained statistical significance by Chi-square computations 
(Table 20). They were significant only with the PM correlation. Therefore, statistical 
evidence for their positive proportional relationship with oral proficiency was existent, 
but weak. This seems to be a natural consequence of the identified nature of learner 
internal input processing in relation to oral proficiency. The respondents' oral proficiency 
was mainly enhanced by implicit input processing, aided by the use of functional-use 
language learning strategies mentioned above. However, occasional explicit comparisons 
among learned English expressions (Item 19) helped learners hook real rules ( of the 
natural grammar) in immersion in real English. The respondents' explicit efforts to 
develop their own understanding of how English works (Item 22) also helped them hook 
real rules amid a flow of real English use from time to time. According to Krashen ( 1982, 
1995), meaning transparency in new linguistic input promotes implicit learning of new 
linguistic structures. Following this view, the inference of meaning from context (Item 23) 
also might have helped the respondents not only comprehend the content of what they 
heard, but also acquire certain structures that were used to express the content. 
The two remaining strategies (Items 1 and 2) that showed a positive proportional 
relationship with oral proficiency belonged to solitary practice. This seems suggestive of 
how actual efforts to acquire a second language should be made. The results of the data 
analyses in this study proved the claim that internal input processing for oral proficiency 
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acquisition is mainly implicit. However, only relying on implicit learning for second 
language acquisition is often unrealistic. The comparison of the amount of daily native 
speaker contact between native and non-native speakers was reported at the onset of this 
chapter. This comparison showed non-native speakers' lack of real English immersion. 
However, adequate immersion in real English is an absolute condition for promoting 
implicit input processing. If it is unrealistic to expect non-native speakers to be immersed 
in the same level of real English that native speakers are, there must be some way to 
compensate for this lack of immersion. One way is to make the most of what few 
opportunities for English language immersion there may be. When, by practice, a certain 
explicit rule is firmly stored in a language learner's memory, this may help a learner hook 
(i.e. , notice) a corresponding real rule only after a couple of encounters with it in real 
English use. Practice might thus help non-native speakers learn a target rule economically, 
or in far fewer opportunities for real English immersion than would be necessary if they 
had learned it relying merely on natural exposure to real English. Inference 1 in Research 
Conclusions in Chapter V presents a rational for this acceleration effect. 
One strategy item had a significant inversely proportional relationship with oral 
proficiency. Table 21  shows the computational result of this item. As the oral proficiency 
level increases, the frequency of worrying about making errors decreases. This seems to 
be a quite natural outcome since high oral proficiency leads to high confidence in one's 
own oral performance. 
There were four strategies (Items 4, 5, 25, and 28) that had a mixed relationship 
with oral proficiency. Table 22 shows the computational results of these items. On 3 of 
the 4 mixed items (Items 5, 25, and 28), percentages of high users increased when oral 
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Table 21  
Strategy Item That Shows Negative Proportionate Relationship with Oral Proficiency 
Item 
29. I worry about making 
errors as I speak English. 
Use 
High 
Low 
Oral Proficiency Level 
Low Mid High 
55.3 31 .3 26.3 
26.3 37.5 42. 1 
a ** meansp<. 01. 
b. The critical value of i is 9.49 whenp<. 05, and 13.28 when p<. 0J. 
c. The critical value ofr is . 176 whenp<. 05, and .231 whenp<. 0J. 
d. All numbers in the Oral Proficiency columns show percentages. 
Table 22 
Strategy Items That Show Mixed Relationship with Oral Proficiency 
Item Use 
4. I practice the sounds of High 
English. Low 
5. I practice the spelling of High 
new English words. Low 
25. I focus on the way cet;tain High 
sounds are pronounced. Low 
28. I try to notice my errors High 
and find out the reasons. Low 
Oral Proficiency Level 
Low Mid High 
50.0 58.3 68.4 
13.2 10.4 2 1 . 1  
36.8 52. l 39.5 
42.1 14.6 21.1 
65.8 83.3 78.9 
2.6 2.1 0 
39.5 66.7 65.8 
34.2 14.6 10.5 
a. * means p<. 05; * * means p<. 01 . 
b. The critical value of i is 9.49 whenp<. 05, and 13.28 whenp<.01 .  
c. The critical value of r is  . 176 whenp<. 05, and .231 whenp<. 0J. 
i r 8.06 -.212•• 
8.40 
1 0.25* 
?4.64 
22.35* *  
10.26* 
r 
. 199* 
.160 
.207* 
.450** 
.229* 
d. ? indicates that the Chi-square computation did not meet the assumption that an 
expected value in any cell is at least 5. 
e. All numbers in the Oral Proficiency columns show percentages. 
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proficiency shifted from low to intermediate levels. However, high user percentages 
decreased when oral proficiency shifted from intermediate to high levels. This might 
indicate that the use of these strategies was important when the respondents advanced 
from the low to intermediate levels of oral proficiency. However, it may not have been 
crucial for the further advancement from intermediate to high levels. 
Finally, there were 10 strategies that had no significant relationship with oral 
proficiency. Table 23 shows these strategy items. As was mentioned in Chapter III, Green 
and Oxford (1995) suggest a possibility of the existence of what they call "bedrock 
strategies" (p. 289) among these items. Bedrock strategies are those strategies which are 
used frequently by language learners at all proficiency levels. As such, these strategies 
might constitute a prerequisite for attaining language proficiency. Green and Oxford 
(1995) suggest that some cognitive strategies, such as Item 21 in this study, might be 
bedrock strategies. To examine this possibility, frequency in use of each non-significant 
strategy was tallied for each proficiency level. Table QI in Appendix Q shows the results 
of this tally. If an item is a bedrock strategy, its frequency distribution is extremely 
skewed towards the high end of frequency continuum at all oral proficiency levels. If it 
does not relate to oral proficiency acquisition, its frequency distribution emulates a 
normal curve at all proficiency levels. 
Only one strategy (Item 24) emerged as a possible candidate for this bedrock 
strategy. Irrespective of oral proficiency levels, most respondents listened to a person 
who had started to speak English near them. (Most native speakers in the control group 
also marked high frequency on this item.) None of cognitive strategies in Table 23 (Items 
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Table 23 
. Strategy Items That Show No Significant Correlation to Oral Proficiency 
Oral Proficiencr Level 
i Item Use Low Mid High r 3. I read an English passage High 31.6 50.0 52.6 5.974 . 155 
until I can understand it. Low 36.8 22.9 15.8 
13. I quickly read first, and High 52.6 43.8 57.9 2.12 .1 12 
then read m9re carefully. Low 15.8 18.8 10.5 
17. I find the meaning of a High 34.2 47.9 28.9 9. 10 . 133 
word by dividing it into parts. Low 44.7 25.0 26.3 
18. I look for similarities High 42. 1  39.6 36.8 1.39 .020 
between English and my L 1. Low 36.8 29.2 34.2 
20. I try not to understand High 36.8 45.8 34.2 2.13 .023 
English based on my Ll . Low 39.5 27. 1 36.8 
21. I look for patterns in High 42. 1 58.3 57.9 ?6.02 . 131  
English. Low 1 5.8 6.3 18.4 
24. When someone speaks High 84.2 83.3 73.7 ?1.87 .012  
Englis� I concentrate on him. Low 2.6 2. 1 2.6 
26. I have a notebook to High 13.2 16.7 13.2 .59 - .031 
record English expressions. Low 63.2 58.3 65.8 
27. I actively look for people High 18.4 33.3 36.8 4.48 .057 
who I speak English with. Low 44.7 39.6 28.9 
30. I have a regular English High 15.8 12.5 23.7 3.57 .038 
learning partner. Low 73.7 66.7 63.2 
a. The critical v�ue of i: is 9.49 whenp<. 05, and 1 3.28 when p<. 0J. 
b. The critical value of r is . 176 whenp<.05, and .231 whenp<.01 . 
c. ? indicates that the Chi-square computation did not meet the assumption that an 
expected value in any cell is at least 5. 
d. All numbers in the Oral Proficiency columns show percentages. 
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17, 1 8, 20, and 21)  emerged as a bedrock strategy. Rather, the frequency distribution 
showed that, seert separately, they had nothing to do with oral proficiency. 
Based on the results of both A-analysis and B-analysis, the respondents' internal 
learning process for acquiring oral proficiency may be depicted as follows. Internal 
linguistic input processing, by which the respondents attained their oral proficiency, was 
mainly implicit. The respondents were immersed in real English use, whereby they 
implicitly learned linguistic knowledge necessary for building oral proficiency. (A 
substantial amount of immersion is an absolute condition for promoting implicit learning.) 
The respondents used a range of functional-use language learning strategies to find 
opportunities to immerse themselves in real English. They also used functional-use 
strategies to keep communication on track when they had such opportunities. This led to 
more immersion time for them. 
Explicit learning of discrete linguistic rules played a limited but important role in 
the respondents' oral proficiency acquisition. Implicit learning based on naturalistic 
immersion is an enormously time-consuming process. The respondents needed to use 
several ways to accelerate this process. Explicit learning of discrete rules, aided by the 
use of cognitive strategies, was one way to do so. The respondents looked for similarities 
and differences among English expressions that they learned in schools and on the streets. 
They tried to develop their own understanding about how English works. Explicitly 
learned discrete rules from these processes helped hook corresponding real rules ( of the 
natural grammar) in the flow of real English use. 
Solitary practice was another way to accelerate implicit learning. By repetitive 
practice, an explicit grammatical rule was firmly stored in the respondents' long-time 
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memory. This memory, again, helped the respondents hook a corresponding real rule in 
the flow of real English use. Also, automatized knowledge by practice helped the 
respondents keep communication on track, thereby allowing the respondents to be 
immersed in real English use for a longer period of time. 
Conclusions of B-analysis 
The following conclusions were drawn from B-analysis, or the item-by-item 
examination of the relationship between oral proficiency and each strategy item: 
• Of 16 strategies that had a positive proportional relationship with oral proficiency, 
1 1  strategies were functional-use strategies. Their positive relationship with oral 
proficiency was generally robust, judging from the significance level of the 
relationship. 
• Of 16 strategies that had a positive proportional relationship with oral proficiency, 
only 3 strategies were cognitive strategies. Their positive relationship with oral 
proficiency was generally weak, judging from the significance level of the 
relationship. 
• Unlike Green and Oxford's (1995) suggestion, none of the cognitive strategies 
researched turned out to be what they call "bedrock strategies" (p. 289), or those 
strategies which are used frequently by language learners at all proficiency levels. 
• Two solitary practice strategies also had a positive proportional relationship with 
oral proficiency. 
• From the results ofB-analysis, combined with the results of A-analysis, the 
following conclusion was drawn. The respondents' way of internally processing 
linguistic input for enhancing oral proficiency was mainly implicit. The 
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respondents used a range of functional-use strategies to increase immersion time, 
which is an absolute condition for promoting implicit input processing. At the 
same time, explicit processing of declarative language knowledge, such as 
discrete grammatical items, did play a limited but important role in the 
enhancement of oral proficiency. The respondents used cognitive strategies and 
practice strategies to help promote implicit processing. 
Demographic Factors and Oral Proficiency 
The primary goal of this study was to have a preliminary understanding of the 
internal learning process that is associated with the enhancement of oral proficiency of 
second language learners. This goal was described in the previous section. In the 
remainder of this chapter, two more examinations will be reported which were made in 
this study. One is the examination of the relationship between oral proficiency and 
demographic factors that were elicited in Section I of the questionnaire; the other is the 
examination of language learning strategies controlled by these demographic factors. In 
this section, the results of the first examination are presented. In the next section, the 
results of the second examination are explained. 
Even though the primary concern of this study was the internal learning process 
that relates to the enhancement of oral proficiency, the relationship between oral 
proficiency and several demographic factors was also examined. Oral proficiency 
acquisition is not determined solely by internal factors. It is affected by external factors. 
By identifying external factors that relate to oral proficiency enhancement, the 
understanding of what enhances oral proficiency becomes more comprehensive. 
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Section I of the questionnaire consisted of eight demographic items (Appendix A). 
The relationship between oral proficiency and each of these demographic factors was 
examined using a one-way ANOV A. When a demographic factor consisted of several 
categories/levels, the categories were collapsed into a smaller number of categories/levels. 
Age originally consisted of six categories. These were collapsed into two categories : 20s 
and 30s or older. (No respondent was in his or her t�ns; only three respondents were 
more than 40.) Length of residence (LOR) originally consisted of nine categories. These 
were collapsed into six categories: LOR of less than one year, one to two years, two to 
three years, three to four years, four to five years, and LOR of more than five years. 
Amount of daily native speaker (NS) contact originally contained eight categories. These 
were collapsed into three categories: no daily contact with a NS, daily contact with 1 to 3 
NSs, and daily contact with more than 4 NSs. Then, an ANOV A was computed with each 
demographic factor being used as an independent variable, and the oral proficiency 
scores being used as a dependent variable. 
Table 24 shows the results of this computation. One demographic factor (LOR) 
had a significant relationship with oral proficiency at the .01 level. Two factors (home 
language and amount of daily NS contact) had a significant relationship with oral 
proficiency at the .05 level. One factor (the existence of a native speaker friend) had a 
near significant relationship with oral proficiency (with a = .062). These were all 
demographic factors that relate to immersion time. In other words, these were all external 
factors that promote implicit learning. In this sense, the results of the examination of 
demographic variables in relation to oral proficiency were in line with the results of the 
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Table 24 
Mean Differences in Oral Proficiency among Categories/Levels of Each Demographic 
Factor That Were Revealed by one-way AN OVA (N= 124') 
Demographic Std. Std. F 
Factor Category N Mean Deviation Error Statistic Sig. 
Gender Male 66 39.24 1 1 .738 1 .445 F1, 120 = .250 
Female 56 41 .64 1 1 .058 1 .478 1 .336 
Age 20s 64 39.73 1 0.961 1 .370 F1, 120 = .524 
30s-50s 58 41 .07 12.093 1 .588 .409 
First Language Chinese 87 4 1 . 1 1 1 1 .279 1 .209 F2, 121 = .343 
Korean 29 37.79 10.394 1 .930 1 .080 
Japanese 8 42.63 15 .901 5.622 
Length of < 1 year 1 1  30.36 1 7.090 5. 1 53 Fs, us = .002 
Residence 1 -2 years 27 38.56 9.362 1 .802 4.077**b 
2-3 years 3 1  39.68 9. 1 1 6 1 .637 
3-4 years 22 40.09 1 0.849 2.3 13 
· 4-5 years 22 46.05 1 1 .520 2.456 
> 5 x:ears 1 1  46.73 8.403 2.534 
Home Language Chinese 84 40.74 1 1 . 128 1 .214 F3, u9 = .043 
Japanese 4 36.25 1 9. 1 38 9.569 2.797*c 
Korean 28 37. 14 9.966 1 .883 
English 7 50. 14 10.605 4.008 
Age of Onset of 6-8 8 45 .38 16. 142 5 .707 F3, 120 = .5 13  
English Leaming 9- 1 1  2 1  4 1 . 1 0  12.202 2.663 .770 
12-14 82 39.54 1 0.779 1 . 190 
> 1 5  1 3  42.00 1 1 . 1 88 3 . 103 
Native Speaker Yes 90 4 1 .61 1 0.289 1 .085 F1, 120 = .062 
Friend(s) No 34 37.32 13.642 2.340 3.556 
Daily Native None 25 35.36 12.770 2.554 F3, 1 19 = .020 
Speak.er Contact 1 -3 66 40.67 1 0. 194 1 .255 4.025* 
> 4  32 43.78 1 1 .807 2.087 
a. The total number of subjects in each factor does not always amount to 124 due to 
missing cases. 
b. ** indicates thatp < .01 .  
c. * indicates thatp < .05. 
The dependent variable is the oral proficiency scores. 
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hypothesis testing (i. e. , the respondents' oral proficiency acquisition was mainly implicit 
learning process). 
A closer look at the three statistically significant demographic factors provided 
several facts informative for oral proficiency acquisition. These points are presented as 
follows. 
Table 24 shows that length of residence seems to be divided into three periods 
with respect to its increasing effect on oral proficiency: up to the first 12 months, 1 
through 4 years, and 4 years or longer. Even though Table 25 shows a significant mean 
difference between the first and the third period (as a result of the Tukey Post Hoc test), 
the existence of the second period seems to be convincing based on a visual inspection of 
Table 24. After 4 years of residence, the respondents' oral proficiency scores reached a 
plateau. Thus, 4 years of immersion may be a key to attaining oral competence sufficient 
for academic life in an American higher education. 
Home languages seem to be divided into two groups: the Ll as a home language 
group and the English as a home language group. Again, statistical evidence only shows 
a difference between the Korean as a home language group and the English as a home 
language group (see Table 25). However, a visual inspection seems to indicate that three 
L 1 s as home language groups comprise the same category. 
There was one missing case among the answers controlled by this demographic 
variable. Therefore, the English as a home language group consisted of three Chinese 
and four Japanese. Or, it consisted of three Chinese, three Japanese, and one Korean. Or, 
it consisted of two Chinese, four Japanese, and one Korean. I� any case, half (4) or nearly 
half (3) of the Japanese respondents answered that their home language is English. This 
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Table 25 
The Significances of Mean Differences among the Categories/Levels of the Demographic 
Factors that Co"elated to Oral Proficiency Revealed by the Tukey Post Hoc Test 
Demographic Mean Std. 
Factor Catesory N Mean Difference Error Sig. 
Length of < 1 year 1 1  30.36 
Residence 1 -2 years 27 38.56 8. 19  3 .848 .280 
2-3 years 3 1  39.68 9.3 1 3.776 . 1 43 
3-4 years 22 40.09 9.73 3 .973 . 148 
4-5 years 22 46.05 15 .68**8 3 .973 .002 
> s rears 1 1  . 46.73 16.36** 4.587 .007 
Home Language Korean 28 37. 14 
Japanese 4 36.25 .89 5.948 .999 
Chinese 84 40.74 3.60 2.428 .452 
EDJU!h 7 50. 14 n.oo•b 4.702 .033 Daily Native None 25 35.36 
Speaker Contact 1-3 66 40.67 5.3 1 2.625 . 1 1 1  
> 4  32 43.78 8.42* 2.983 .01 5 
a. **  indicates thatp < .01 .  
b. * indicates that p < .05. 
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indicates that the Japanese respondent group was divided into two contrasting subgroups: 
a low oral proficiency group (with a mean oral proficiency score of 36.25) and a high oral 
proficiency group (with a mean oral proficiency score of about 50. 14, even though this 
mean includes students of other Lis). 
A Levene statistic showed the homogeneity of the variances of the four home 
language groups, which is one basis for the adequacy of the use of ANOV A. However, 
the standard error of the oral proficiency scores of the 4 Japanese as a home language 
subjects was 9 .569. The standard error of the scores of the 7 English as a home language 
subjects was 4.008. In contrast, the standard error of oral proficiency scores of all 
respondents was only 1.025. Thus, applying an ANOV A and a Tukey test to these small 
groups may be biased. Therefore, a two-sample t test was conducted to compare the 
means of these two small subgroups. The result showed a significant mean difference 
between the Japanese as a home language group and the English as a home language 
group at the . 10 level (with the t statistic being 1.579). 
The difference between these two home language groups (if statistical evidence is 
weak) corresponds to the Japanese principal researcher's general impression of Japanese 
students who are in an American university. For many Japanese students, the purpose of 
studying in the U.S. is not just to pursue an academic degree in a different cultural 
environment, but to experience real English. Therefore, they tend to more seriously seek 
a chance to make friends with Americans, or even to find an American life partner, than 
other Asian international students. The Japanese high oral proficiency group might have 
consisted of the people who succeeded in this attempt. The Japanese low proficiency 
group might have consisted of the people who did not succeed in the attempt, or who 
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were not interested in seeking American friends/partners. Thus, the contrast between the 
two Japanese groups may be interpreted based on this study's primary conclusion that 
implicit learning (promoted by TL immersion) is the main learning process for oral 
proficiency acquisition. 
It is noteworthy that mean oral proficiency scores increased proportionally as the 
amount of daily contact with native English speakers increased. (Again, statistical 
evidence in Table 25 shows a difference only between the first no contact level and the 
third more than four contact level.) The data obtained do not show how long a respondent 
spoke English for each contact. Based on the principal researcher's personal experience, 
this contact period is generally brief. Even if this truly is the case, the data seem to 
suggest that it is often helpful in oral proficiency acquisition to speak English in a real 
communicative setting every day. (This might suggest that not merely total time of 
immersion but also constant occurrence of it is important for effective implicit learning.) 
A positive relationship between oral proficiency and LOR has often been reported 
in second language acquisition research (Cummins, 1994). In this respect, the 
respondents' oral proficiency, as measured by the oral proficiency scale created for this 
study, showed a positive relationship with their LOR, and this seems to document the 
scale's construct validity. By the same token, a significant positive relationship between 
the respondents' oral proficiency and the amount of their daily native speaker contact on 
one hand, and between it and home languages on the other, also seems to corroborate the 
scale's adequacy in terms of its construct validity. (Oral proficiency is generally believed 
to have a positive relationship with immersion time, and these two demographic factors 
directly relate to immersion time.) On the other hand, age of onset of English learning did 
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not show a positive relationship with oral proficiency ( even though the respondents who 
started English learning at the ages of 6 to 8 had better scores than the other respondents). 
This might be partly due to some inadequacy of the oral proficiency scale. Or, it might be 
that limited experience of real English immersion at East Asian formal schools fails to 
produce a significant difference in oral proficiency level between early starters and late 
starters. 
Demographic Factors and Language Leaming Strategies 
As in the last section, a one-way ANOV A was used to examine the relationship 
between demographic factors and language learning strategies. The demographic factors 
were collapsed into the same categories/levels as they were in the last section. There was 
one exception in this category collapse, however. In the last section, nine levels of daily 
native speaker contact were collapsed into three levels, with the levels of 4 to 6 or more 
contact being united into one level. This is because the mean of the 4 to 6 contact level 
was not much different from the mean of the 7 or more contact level which was created 
by uniting all five levels higher than the 4 to 6 contact level. As for language learning 
strategy scores, however, the mean score of the respondents at the 4 to 6 contact level 
was much different from the mean score of the respondents at the 7 or more contact level. 
Therefore, these two levels were separated for the examination of the relationship 
between demographic factors and language learning strategies. 
Table 26 shows the mean differences in total strategy scores among 
categories/levels of each demographic factor. As this table shows, none of the 
demographic factors significantly interacted with the total strategy scores at the .05 level. 
However, two factors showed a near significant relationship with the total use of 
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Table 26 
Mean Differences in Total Strategy Scores among Categories/Levels of Each 
Demographic Factor That Were Revealed by one-way ANO VA (N= 124') 
Demographic 
Factor Category N 
Gender Male 66 
Female 56 
Age 20s 64 
30s-50s 58 
First Language Chinese 87 
Korean 29 
Japanese 8 
Length of < l year 1 1  
Residence 1-2 years 27 
2-3 years 3 1  
3-4 years 22 
4-5 years 22 
> 5 rears 1 1  
Home Language Chinese 84 
Japanese 4 
Korean 28 
English 7 
Age of Onset of 6-8 8 
English Leaming 9-1 1  2 1  
12-14 82 
> 1 5  1 3  
Native Speaker Yes 90 
Friend(s) No 34 
Daily Native None 25 
Speaker Contact 1-3 66 
4-6 20 
> 7  12 
Std. 
Mean Deviation 
75.64 14.763 
76.56 14.960 
76.96 14.412 
74.37 15.030 
76.60 13 .947 
75.63 1 5.5 1 1 
70. 1 3  20.082 
73.91 2 1 .71 8 
78.22 13 .957 
76. 10  12.397 
75.45 14.693 
76.25 14. 121 
72.45 17.773 
76.44 14.025 
58.00 20.067 
74.91 15 .284 
8 1 .71 1 1 .427 
75. 1 3  17.570 
75.95 1 1 .720 
75.86 16.076 
77.08 7.826 
76.90 14.850 
73.47 14.230 
72.69 14. 1 04 
75.45 14.935 
83.50 12.853 
72.20 15 . 1 19  
Std. 
Error 
1 .8 17  
1 .999 
1 .802 
1 .974 
1 .495 
2.880 
7. 100 
6.548 
2.686 
2 .227 
3 . 1 33 
3 .01 1 
5.359 
1 .530 
10.033 
2.888 
4.3 19 
6.212 
2.557 
1 .775 
1 .321 
1 .565 
2.440 
2.821 
1 .838 
2.874 
4.365 
F 
Statistic 
F1. 120 = 
. 1 17 
F1. 120 = 
.941 
F2, 121 = 
.716  
Fs. 1 1s = 
.294 
F3, 1 19 = 
2.528 
F3, 120 = 
.034 
F1, 120 = 
1 .342 
F3, 1 19 = 
2.53 1 
a. The total number of subjects in each factor does not always amount to 124 due to 
rmssmg cases. 
1 87 
Sig. 
.733 
.334 
.491 
.91 5 
.061 
.992 
.249 
.060 
language learning strategies: home languages ( at the .061 level of significance) and the 
amount of daily contact with native speakers ( at the .060 level of significance). Both of 
these factors showed a significant relationship with oral proficiency in the last section. 
Therefore, these factors were put under further scrutiny. 
Table 27 shows the Tukey Post Hoc Test results of these two factors. As for home 
languages, the mean difference between the Japanese as a home language group and the 
English as a home language group was significant. The mean strategy score of the form.er 
group was the lowest among the four home language groups. The mean strategy score of 
the latter group was the highest. A similar result was obtained from the analysis in the 
last section of this chapter. The mean oral proficiency score of the former group was the 
lowest among the four home language groups. The mean oral proficiency score of the 
latter group was the highest. And, this mean difference was significant at the . 10 level. 
Thus, it appeared that oral proficiency and language learning strategy use were linked 
somehow in these two groups.(As in the previous section, applying ANOV A and the 
Tu.key test to these two groups may be biased because of the extremely small sample size 
of these groups. While the overall standard error of the total strategy scores was only 1 .32, 
the standard error of the total strategy scores of the Japanese as home language 
respondents was 10.03 and that of the English as home language respondents was 4.32. 
Therefore, the two-sample t test was again employed to compare the means between 
these two groups. The result showed a significant mean difference between the two 
groups at the .05 level with the t statistic being 2.54.) 
A similar tendency was observed with respect to the amount of daily contact with 
native speakers. Table 27 shows that the mean difference in total strategy scores between 
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Table 27 
The Significances of Mean Differences of Total Strategy Scores among the 
Categories/Levels of Those Demographic Factors Which Showed Near-Significant 
Relationship with Total Strategy Scores, Revealed by the Tukey Post Hoc Test 
Oral Strategy 
Demographic Proficiency Strategy Mean Std. 
Factor Category N Mean Mean Difference Error 
Home Japanese 4 36.25 58.00 
Language Korean 28 37. 14 74.91 16.91 7.689 
Chinese 84 40.74 76.44 1 8.44 7.362 
EngH�b 7 50. 14 81 .71 23.71 • 9.016 
Daily Native None 25 35 .36 72.69 
Speaker 1-3 66 40.85 75 .45 2.77 3.399 
Contact 4-6 20 43 .85 83 .50 10.81  4.342 
> 7  12  43 .67 72.20 .49 5 .083 
a. * indicates thatp < .05. 
1 89 
Sig. 
. 129 
.064 
.047 
.848 
.067 
1 .000 
the zero contact group and the 4-6 contact group was nearly significant at the .05 level. In 
the last section, the mean of oral proficiency scores of the zero contact group was the 
lowest among the three contact groups. The mean of oral proficiency scores of the 4-6 or 
more contact group was the highest among them. Thus, it also appeared that oral 
proficiency and language learning strategy use were linked somehow in the zero contact 
and 4-6 contact groups. 
To pursue these links, a one-way ANOV A was conducted again, with the 
respondents' scores on each strategy category (as identified in A-analysis) being used as 
a dependent variable and either home languages or the amount of daily native speaker 
contact being used as a factor. The respondents' scores on the items that belong to each 
strategy category (with the factor loading of .300 or higher) were simply summed to 
comprise their scores for each strategy category. The Tukey Post Hoc test accompanied 
each ANOV A computation. 
Table 28 shows the results of the computations about the relationship between 
home languages and each strategy category. Because the purpose of the scrutiny was to 
compare the strategy use between the Japanese as a home language group and the English 
as a home language group, the other two home language groups were omitted in the table. 
In all strategy categories except for two ( sound sensitivity and reading), the mean of the 
strategy scores of the English as a home language group surpassed that of the Japanese as 
a home language group. Further, the English as a home language group used idiom use 
strategies significantly more often than the Japanese as a home language group. The 
former group's use of naturalistic exposure strategies exceeded the latter group's use of 
the same strategy category at a near significant level. Both strategy categories belong to 
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Table 28 
Comparison of Mean Differences in Strategy Scores on Nine Strategy Categories 
between the Japanese as a Home Language Subjects and the English as a Home 
Language Subjects, Revealed by the Tukey Post Hoc Test 
Home Mean Std. 
Strategy Category Language N Mean Difference Error Sig. 
Solitary Practice Japanese 4 15.75 .048 
English 7 25.29 9.54•· 3.641 
Idiom Use Japanese 4 10.25 .011 
English 7 17.86 7.61 • 2.41 7 
Sound Sensitivity Japanese 4 14.00 1.000 
English 7 1 4.14 .14 2.486 
Structural Interest Japanese 4 6.15 .022 
EnsJi�h 7 13.00 6.25* 2. 141  
Naturalistic Japanese 4 13.15 .055 
Exposure Eog)i�h 7 18.57 4.82 1 .879 
Transfer Caution Japanese 4 6.15 .712 
P.ngli-,b 7 9. 14  2.39 2.248 
English for Fun Japanese 4 1.15 .924 
English 7 8.71 .96 1 .546 
Leaming in Japanese 4 3.00 .806 
Companl �&!ish 7 4.51 1 .57 1 .75 1 
Reading Japanese 4 6.00 1.000 
English 7 5.86 -. 14 1 .532 
a. * indicates that p < .05. 
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the functional-use strategies. The English as a home language group also used structural 
interest strategies significantly more often than the Japanese as a home language group. 
This strategy category belongs to cognitive strategies. The former group surpassed the 
latter significantly in terms of use of solitary practice strategies as well. 
Because of the extremely small sample size of both the Japanese as a home 
language group and the English as a home language group, the application of ANOV A 
and the subsequent Tukey test to these groups may be biased. Therefore, a two-sample t 
test was also employed to compare the means between the two home language groups in 
terms of use of the solitary practice strategies, idiom use strategies, structural interest 
strategies, and naturalistic exposure strategies. The mean differences between the two 
groups were all significant at the .0 1 level in terms of use of the first three types of 
strategies (one-tailed tests). That is, the t statistic was 2.97 (p < .01 )  in the use of solitary 
practice strategies, 3. 1 3  (p < .01 )  in use of idiom use strategies, and 2.29 (p < .0 1 )  in use 
of the structural interest strategies. The mean difference between the two groups was 
significant at the . 10 level in terms of use of naturalistic exposure strategies ( one-tailed 
test; the two groups' variances were different). 
Functional-use strategies promote implicit learning. Cognitive strategies promote 
explicit learning. The English as a home language group surpassed the Japanese as a 
home language group in implicit learning, which follows the main course of oral 
proficiency acquisition. The former group also surpassed the latter in explicit learning, 
which is supposed to assist implicit learning in oral proficiency acquisition. Then, it is 
quite understandable that oral proficiency of the former group was significantly higher 
than that of the latter group (see Table 27). And, it appears that high use of language 
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learning strategies contributed much to the formation of oral proficiency of the former 
group. (Since correlation does not imply causal direction, a possibility cannot be denied 
that high oral proficiency promoted high use of strategies.) 
Because the home language factor relates to immersion time, it is reasonable that 
the English as a home language group used significantly more functional-use strategies 
than other home language groups. The former group's living environment forced the 
members of the group to use more functional-use strategies, which accelerated the 
members' implicit learning. This contributed to the enhancement of oral proficiency. On 
the other hand, it was surprising that the English as a home language group used 
significantly more cognitive language learning strategies than other language groups. It 
might be that the overwhelming provision of linguistic input due to the living 
environment invited the English as a home language people to theoretically reflect on 
some structures of English language. It was also noteworthy that the members of the 
same group used significantly more solitary practice strategies than other home language 
members. Even for second language learners who are immersed in ample TL input, 
practice seems to be necessary to catch up with the oral proficiency level of native 
English speakers. This might be much more so when learners are postpubescent. 
Table 29 shows a comparison of the use of nine strategy categories between the 
zero native speaker (NS) contact group and the 4 to 6 NS contact group. The comparison 
is based on the results of the same one-way ANOV A computations that were previously 
mentioned. As in the comparison between the Japanese as a home language group and the 
English as a home language group, except for two strategy categories (transfer caution 
and reading), the 4 to 6 NS contact group exceeded the zero NS contact group in the use 
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Table 29 
Comparison of Mean Differences in Strategy Scores on Nine Strategy Categories 
between the No Daily Native Speaker (NS)Contact Subjects and the 4-6 Daily NS Contact 
Subjects, Revealed by the Tukey Post Hoc Test 
Daily NS Mean Std. 
Strategy Category Contact N Mean Difference Error Sig. 
Solitary Practice None 25 22. 12  .336 
4-6 20 25. 1 0  2.98 1 .769 
Idiom Use None 25 1 3 .88 .014 
4-6 20 17.45 3.57* 1 . 165 
Sound Sensitivity None 25 1 5 . 16  .372 
4-6 20 17.05 1 .89 1 . 168 
Structural Interest None 25 1 1 .72 .8 16 
4-6 20 12.65 .93 1 .059 
Naturalistic None 25 1 5.96 .068 
Exposure 4-6 20 18.20 2.24 .903 
Transfer Caution None 25 1 1 .52 .999 
4-6 20 1 1 .65 . 1 3  1 . 101  
English for Fun None 25 5 .81 .008 
4-6 20 8.20 2.39* .737 
Gregarious Leaming None 25 4.36 .58 1 
4-6 20 5.40 1 .04 .8 16  
Reading None 25 7.24 1 .000 
4-6 20 7.25 .01 .738 
a. * indicates that p < .05 . 
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of strategies. The former group, in particular, used the idiom use strategies and the 
English for fun strategies significantly more often than the latter group at the .05 level. 
Also, the former group used the naturalistic exposure strategies more often than the latter 
group at the .07 level of significance. These strategy categories are comprised of 
functional-use language learning strategies. Thus, even though the 4 to 6 NS contact 
group generally exceeded the zero NS contact group in strategy use, the difference 
between the two groups was especially great in terms of functional-use language learning 
strategies. 
This result is quite understandable. As with the home language factor, the daily 
NS contact factor relates mainly to immersion time. Trying to keep daily contact with 
native English speakers by the aid of functional-use strategies gave ·the members of the 4-
6 contact group more time for immersion in real English use. This promoted implicit 
learning, which in turn enhanced oral proficiency of the members of this group. As Table 
27 shows, the mean oral proficiency of this group was the highest among the four daily 
NS contact groups ( even though the means of the 4-6 contact group and the 7 or more 
contact group statistically tie). 
Why did the 4 to 6 contact level top the 7 or more contact level in term of both 
oral proficiency and strategy use? Table 30 shows the mean oral proficiency scores of all 
the seven native speaker contact levels that had at least one response. Except for the 10  to 
12 contact level, the mean proportionally increased as the contact level increased. Thus, 
the reason that the mean of the 7 or more level was slightly lower than the mean of the 4 
to 6 level in Table 27 was that the mean of the 10 to 12  level was the second lowest. To 
identify the reason that the mean of the IO to 12 level was so low, the scores of all four 
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Table 30 
Mean Differences in Oral Proficiency among Seven Levels of Daily Native Speaker (NS) 
Contact 
Descriptive 
Mean 
N 
None 
35.36 
· 25 
1-3 
40.67 
66 
Amount of Daily NS Contact 
4-6 7-9 10-12 1 6-18 
43.85 44.67 36.00 49.00 
20 6 4 I 
> 19 
63.00 
1 
members of this level were checked. These were 9� 38, 41,  and 56. It became apparent 
that the inclusion of one extremely low score (i.e. , a score of 9) lowered the mean of this 
level. When this extremely low score was omitted, however, the mean of the 10  to 12  
level became 45. Then, oral proficien�y proportionally increased as the contact level 
increased without exception. 
The reason that the 4 to 6 contact level surpassed the 7 or more contact level in 
terms of strategy use was far less straightforward. Table 31 shows mean strategy scores 
of all the seven native speaker contact levels that had at least one response. Unlike oral 
proficiency scores, strategy score means showed a very complicated fluctuation above the 
4 to 6 level. As in the case above, the inclusion of one very low strategy score in the 10 to 
12 level lowered the mean of this level. However, even if that low score were removed, 
the mean of the level would be only 71.7. Thus, the mean fluctuation still remained. It 
might be that strategy use reaches a plateau as a language learner attains a certain level of 
oral proficiency. But, this needs to be empirically proven. After all, the reason for the 
fluctuation was uninterpretable based on the data obtained. 
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Table 3 1  
Mean Differences in Total Strategy Scores among Seven Levels of Daily Native Speaker 
(NS) Contact 
Descriptive 
Mean 
N 
None 
72.69 
25 
1-3 
75.45 
66 
Amount of Daily NS Contact 
4-6 7-9 10-12 16-18  
83 .50 73 . 17  64.25 93 .40 
20 6 4 I 
Conclusions of the Demographic Factors Examination 
> 19  
77.00 
1 
The following conclusions were drawn from the examination of the relationship 
of demographic variables with oral proficiency on one hand, and with language learning 
strategies on the other: 
• Three demographic variables (i. e. ,  length of residence, amount of daily contact 
with native speakers, and home language) had a positive relationship with oral 
proficiency at the .05 level of significance. One demographic variable (i. e. ,  
existence of a native speaker friend) had a positive relationship with oral 
proficiency at the . 10  level of significance. These variables all related to 
immersion time. Immersion time is an absolute condition for implicit input 
processing. In this sense, the results corresponded to the main research conclusion 
that the respondents' way of internally processing linguistic input for enhancing 
oral proficiency was mainly implicit. 
• Because demographic variables that relate to immersion time, such as length of 
residence, has long been known to have a positive relationship with oral 
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proficiency (Cummins, 1994), the above results seem to provide another piece of 
evidence for high validity of the oral proficiency scale in this study. 
• Two demographic variables (i.e., home language and amount of daily contact with 
native speakers) had a positive relationship with the use of language learning 
strategies at the . 10  level of significance. These two demographic variables also 
had a positive relationship with oral proficiency. Therefore, language learning 
strategies and oral proficiency were linked to some extent, as a significant 
positive correlation between oral proficiency scores and the total language 
learning strategy scores had suggested above. 
• Oral proficiency scores of the English as a home language group were the highest 
among four home language groups. Those of the Japanese as a home language 
group were the lowest. When these two groups were compared in use of language 
learning strategies, the former surpassed the latter in use of both functional-use 
strategies and cognitive strategies. Then, the difference in oral proficiency 
between these two groups was quite understandable. More use of functional-use 
strategies by the former led to more immersion time, which led to more implicit 
input processing by the former. More use of cognitive strategies by the former led 
to more acceleration of implicit input processing (by explicit learning), which 
again led to more implicit processing by the former. 
Gender and Language Learning Strategies 
Because a general interest in the relationship between gender and language 
learning strategies is found in the field (Ehrman & Oxford, 1989; Green & Oxford, 1995; 
. Osanai, 2000; Oxford & Nyikos, 1 989), this relationship was briefly examined in this 
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study. Table 26 already showed that there was no significant relationship between gender 
and total language learning strategy scores. Therefore, a possibility was examined that 
there might be a significant difference between gender and one or two of the nine strategy 
categories as was defined by the factor analysis conducted for A-analysis. The 
respondents' scores on the SILL items that loaded .300 or larger on each strategy 
category were simply summed first. Then, a one-way ANOV A was computed with 
gender being used as a factor, and the total score on each strategy category being used as 
a dependent variable. (Table Rl  in Appendix R shows the results of these computations.) 
Except for the transfer caution category, none of the nine strategy categories had a 
significant relationship with gender. As for the transfer caution strategies, males used 
them nearly significantly more often than females (at the .052 level of significance). Why 
males did so is unclear. If, stereotypically, the reason was that males were more 
interested than females in theoretical understanding of a language, it would be strange 
that there was no gender difference in the structural interest category. 
One reason that this study failed to identify a gender difference might be that most 
SILL items used for this study related to either functional-use strategies or cognitive 
strategies. Green and Oxford (1995) report that a clear gender difference exists in the use 
of socio-affective strategies. If this study had contained such a strategy genre, it might 
have detected a significant gender difference in the use of language learning strategies. 
Also, if this study had conducted an item-by-item analysis of the relationship between 
gender and each strategy item, a certain significant gender difference might have 
emerged. 
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Summary 
This chapter focused on explaining the results of data analysis conducted for 
testing the research hypotheses. The results of each analysis step taken for testing the 
hypotheses were presented. Accompanying findings and conclusions were also described. 
And, a conclusion drawn about the sustainability of each hypothesis was presented. 
First, after several demographic features of the sample revealed by the data 
collection were described, the results of the validity and reliability check of the oral 
proficiency scale were presented. When two invalid items were removed, the oral 
proficiency scale became a credible tool in terms of both validity and reliability. Then, 
the results of factor analysis conducted for empirically defining cognitive and functional­
use strategies were presented. Cognitive strategies were defined as a combination of two 
strategy categories: structural interest strategies and transfer caution strategies. 
Functional-use strategies were empirically defined as a combination of three strategy 
categories: the idiom use strategies, the naturalistic exposure strategies, and the English 
for fun strategies. The research hypotheses were then tested by examining the relationship 
between oral proficiency ( as measured by the validated oral proficiency scale) and each 
of these five strategy categories ( as revealed by factor analysis). Based on the conclusion 
of this hypothesis testing, A-analysis was conducted, and the nature of learner internal 
input processing that is associated with oral proficiency enhancement was identified. 
Learner internal input processing that enhances oral proficiency is mainly implicit; 
however, explicit learning does contribute to implicit learning process. B-analysis, or an 
item-by-item examination of the relationship between oral proficiency and each language 
learning strategy, revealed that many functional-use strategies and a few cognitive 
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strategies had a positive correlation to oral proficiency. Combining the results of both A­
and B-analyses, this chapter presented a comprehensive (albeit preliminary) picture of the 
learning process that enhances oral proficiency. 
Finally, the results of the examination of the relationship between several 
demographic factors and oral proficiency on one hand, and between them and language 
learning strategies on the other, were presented. These results were interpreted in the 
framework provided by the comprehensive picture of the internal learning process 
mentioned above. 
In the next chapter, research conclusions are first restated with three important 
inferences about internal language learning process being proposed. Then, discussions 
about the research findings and conclusions, implications, and recommendations for 
future research are presented. 
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CHAPTER V 
RESEARCH SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND INFERENCES, 
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
In this chapter, a brief summary of the research study is first presented, and then 
conclusions drawn from the data analyses are restated. Three inferences are then made 
based on these conclusions. First, the general learning process by which the respondents 
(and, the researched population) came to acquire oral proficiency using a range of 
language learning strategies is inferred. Second, the crucial role that language learning 
strategies could play in second language learners' acquisition of oral proficiency is 
inferred. This crucial role is highlighted while the relationship between demographic 
factors and oral proficiency on one hand, and between them and language learning 
strategies on the other, is reexamined. Third, based on these two inferences, learner 
internal factors that enhance second language learners' oral proficiency are inferred. 
The chapter then discusses several important problems that were raised in 
previous chapters. 
The chapter then presents implications of this study for second language teaching. 
First, based on the results of the study, a couple of proposals about how explicit grammar 
teaching could be integrated into an oral proficiency-oriented language classroom are 
presented. Then, the significance of multimedia authoring as a powerful explicit tool in 
second language instruction for accelerating implicit learning for oral proficiency is 
described. 
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The chapter ends with listing several recommendations for future research. The 
importance of the continuation of efforts to make the oral proficiency scale ( developed by 
the researcher) more comprehensive is stressed. One idea for an experimental study to 
investigate the teachability of language learning strategies using an improved oral 
proficiency scale is also described. 
Research Summary 
A fundamental question underlying the present study was what enhances oral 
proficiency of second/world language learners. An answer to this question was sought in 
learner internal factors. Following Ervin-Tripp's (1972) suggestion, the focus was placed 
on internal learning process. No matter what method may be used to teach a target 
language, it is the learners after all, and not the teachers, who process input provided in 
language instruction. If a way to provide input does not fit into a way for learners to 
internally process it, the input is not learned by learners no matter how adequately it 
appears to be taught from a teacher's point of view. In this sense, an identification of the 
mental mechar_rism by which language learners process input in order to attain needed 
oral proficiency is one of the most important goals for res�arch that investigates internal 
factors enhancing oral proficiency. 
When a research goal is an identification of internal mental mechanism by which 
a language learner processes input for oral proficiency acquisition, an understanding of 
the general nature of input processing that is associated with oral proficiency 
enhancement is one inevitable step. Its understanding provides a framework in which 
functions of concrete mental operations and their connections to each other can be 
identified in a unified way. Since Krashen (1 976, 1982, & 1 995) proposed the exclusively 
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implicit nature of internal input processing, three major positions have been presented to 
date in the field of second language acquisition research: Krashen' s implicit only position, 
O'Malley and Chamot's (1 990) explicit-only position, and Ellis' (1 993) weak interface 
position. By using A-analysis ( created by the researcher for this study), the principal 
researcher attempted to identify which of these three positions is adequate for 
understanding the nature of input processing that is associated with oral proficiency 
enhancement. A-analysis was conceived by the principal researcher based on his 
realization that each of the above positions makes a distinct prediction about the 
relationship between oral proficiency and the two groups of language learning strategies 
(i. e. ,  cognitive language learning strategies and functional-use language learning 
strategies). The implicit-only position predicts that cognitive strategies have a zero 
correlation to oral proficiency, whereas functional-use strategies have a positive 
correlation to oral proficiency. The explicit-only position predicts that both cognitive and 
functional-use strategies have a positive correlation to oral proficiency. The weak 
interface position predicts that cognitive strategies have a slightly positive correlation to 
oral proficiency, whereas functional-use strategies have a positive correlation to oral 
proficiency. Then, by empirically investigating the relationship between oral proficiency 
and these two groups of strategies in an appropriate language learner population, and by 
comparing the results with the above predictions, a position can be identified that is able 
to make an empirically verified prediction. Based on the claim of this position, the nature 
of internal input processing that is associated with oral proficiency enhancement may be 
determined. 
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To conduct A-analysis, this study investigated the relationship between oral 
proficiency and the above two groups of language learning strategies in a population of 
UTK. international graduate students whose LI was Chinese, Korean, or Japanese. This 
ESL speaker population was researched since the subjects were expected to frequently 
use both cognitive and functional-use strategies (see Chapter III). 
In the data analysis, the validity and the reliability of the oral proficiency scale 
was first checked since this scale was newly constructed for this study. This check proved 
that the scale was credible enough to measure the respondents' levels of oral proficiency 
when it was reduced to an 1 8-item scale. Next, by using factor analysis of the 
respondents' answers on the 3 1  strategy items on the research instrument, cognitive 
language learning strategies and functional-use language learning strategies were 
empirically defined. Cognitive strategies were defined as a combination of two strategy 
categories: the structural interest strategies and the transfer caution strategies. 
Functional-use strategies were defined as a combination of three strategy categories: the 
idiom use strategies, the naturalistic exposure strategies, and the English for fun 
strategies. By computing the multiple correlation R 's between oral proficiency (as 
measured by the validated oral proficiency) and each of these five strategy groups, the 
relationship between oral proficiency and the two groups of language learning strategies 
(i. e., cognitive strategies and functional-use strategies) was determined. It was found that 
cognitive language learning strategies had a slightly_ positive correlation to oral 
proficiency, whereas functional-use language learning strategies had a medium to nearly 
high positive correlation to oral proficiency. Therefore, Ellis' (1 993) weak interface 
position was empirically verified in this study's population. That is, internal linguistic 
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input processing that was associated �th the enhancement of the researched subjects' 
oral proficiency was mainly implicit. However, explicit processing of discrete language 
knowledge (which is typically taught in formal schools) did contribute to promoting the 
respondents' implicit input processing. 
An item-by-item examination of the relationship between oral proficiency and 
each strategy item, or B-analysis, was then conducted. This examination was made to 
identify how concrete strategies contribute to the enhancement of oral proficiency in the 
framework of the nature of input processing that was identified by A-analysis. Sixteen 
out of the 31 researched strategies had a significant positive proportional relationship 
with oral proficiency. Eleven out of these 16 strategies were functional-use strategies; 
three were cognitive strategies; two were practice strategies. 
The eleven functional-use strategies were either the strategies that direct a 
language learner to functionally/authentically use English in a certain way, or, they were 
the strategies that direct a certain verbal action helpful to keep oral communication on 
track. They could also be the strategies that tell a learner how to find opportunities for 
immersing himself or herself in authentic English. 
One of the three cognitive strategies that had a significant positive proportional 
relationship with oral proficiency was to compare similarities and differences among 
English expressions. Another was to try to develop a personal understanding about how 
English language works. Still another was to infer meaning from context. 
One of the two practice strategies that had a significant positive relationship with 
oral proficiency was to utter new English expressions repeatedly. The other was to 
imitate the way native English speakers talk. 
206 
With these concrete strategies put in the framework of the nature of internal input 
processing that was identified by A-analysis, the respondents' internal learning process 
that was associated with oral proficiency enhancement was identified as follows. The 
respondents' way of internally processing linguistic input for enhancing oral proficiency 
was mainly implicit. The respondents used a range of functional-use strategies to increase 
immersion time, which is an absolute condition for promoting implicit input processing. 
At the same time, explicit processing of declarative language knowledge, such as discrete 
grammatical items, did play a limited but important role in the enhancement of oral 
proficiency. The respondents used cognitive strategies and practice strategies to help 
promote implicit processing. 
Conclusions and Inferences 
In Chapter N, from the results of extensive data analyses, many conclusions were 
drawn including those of the hypothesis testing (which was the purpose of this study). 
These conclusions were drawn regarding the credibility of the oral proficiency scale, 
general characteristics of the respondents' use of language learning strategies, the broad 
strategy categories underlying researched language learning strategies, the definitions of 
cognitive and functional-use strategies based on these broad strategy categories, four 
research hypotheses, the relationship between oral proficiency and each strategy item, 
and the relationship of several demographic variables with oral proficiency on one hand, 
and with the use of language learning strategies on the other. In this section, these 
conclusions are first restated. Then, with the conclusions of A-analysis and B-analysis 
combined, the internal learning process by which the respondents acquired their oral 
proficiency using a range of strategies is inferred. This is an extension of the synthesis of 
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the results of A- and B-analyses stated at the end of the Research Summary presented in 
the previous section. The crucial �ole that language learning strategies could have played 
in the respondents' acquisition of oral proficiency is then inferred while an effect of 
several demographic factors on oral proficiency acquisition was assessed. Based on these 
two inferences, learner internal factors that enhance second language learners' oral 
proficiency are finally inferred, which was the ultimate goal of this research project. 
Conclusions Restated 
1. The following conclusions were drawn regarding the oral proficiency scale 
developed for this study: 
• As a result of the validity check based on the De Jong-Glas criterion (1987), the 
oral proficiency scale, newly constructed and revised for this study, was proven to 
be valid when it was reduced to an 18-item scale. 
• Factor analysis revealed four dimensions of the oral proficiency scale: accuracy 
( or grammatical competence), sociolinguistic competence, listening 
comprehension, and fluency. The vocabulary component crossed over these four 
components. 
• Two other unexpected components were also extracted from factor analysis on the 
oral proficiency scale: an empathy component and a slang collection component. 
• Only 45% of the composition of the respondents' oral proficiency was explained 
by the dimensions of the oral proficiency scale. Even if the unexpected two more 
factors were added, only 58.7% of the composition of the respondents' oral 
proficiency was explained by the extracted factors. Therefore, what makes up 
more than 40% of the researched subjects' oral proficiency is still not known. 
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• The largest (most prominent) factor in the respondents' oral proficiency was 
accuracy supported by vocabulary, and not fluency, as it has been generally 
accepted. Fluency supported by vocabulary was the fourth largest factor, and 
explained only 7.8% of the composition of the respondents' oral proficiency. 
• The reliability of the oral proficiency scale is very high. Cronbach' s alpha for the 
original 20-item scale was .92. Cronbach's alpha for the validated 1 8-item scale 
was .93. Cronbach's alpha for each component of the oral proficiency scale 
ranged from .83 to .89. Therefore, when a reliability coefficient was examined 
component by component, it still showed high reliability. 
2. The following conclusions were drawn regarding the respondents' general 
strategy use: 
• The sampled UTK international graduate students from East Asia proved to be 
medium to high users of language learning strategies. 
• Based on this study, there appears to be a positive relationship between oral 
proficiency and language learning strategies. The correlation coefficient between 
oral proficiency scores and total language learning strategy scores was .4 77. In 
other words, about 23% (22.8%) of the respondent' oral prorificiency was 
explainable by their use of language learning strategies. By the same token, about 
23% (22.8%) of the respondents' use oflanguage learning strategies was 
explainable by their oral proficiency. (Correlation does not imply a direction of 
causality.) 
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• The reliability of the SILL derivative (31 strategy items) used in this study was 
high. Cronbach' s alpha for these 31 researched strategies, which were selected 
from the 80-item SILL inventory, was .87. 
3. The following conclusions were drawn from the factor analysis conducted to 
empirically define cognitive language learning strategies and functional-use language 
learning strategies: 
• It appears that nine broad categories constitute language learning strategies: the 
solitary practice category, the idiom use category, the sound sensitivity category, 
the structural interest category, the naturalistic exposure category, the transfer 
caution category, the English/or fun category, the learning in company category, 
and the reading category. These categories emerged from the application to the 
data of the principal axes method with the V arimax rotation. 
• These language learning strategy categories (or factors) explained only 50.2% of 
the composition of language learning strategies. Almost half of whatever 
constitutes these respondents' strategies is still unknown. 
• The findings of this study indicate that cognitive language learning strategies can 
be defined as a combination of two strategy categories: structural interest and 
transfer caution, and that functional-use strategies can be defined as a 
combination of three strategy categories: idiom use, naturalistic exposure, and 
English for fun. 
• Application of the Oblimin rotation suggests that the English for fun category 
consists of a variety of strategies that covers practice, naturalistic exposure, and 
authentic language use. 
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4. The following conclusions were drawn from the factor analysis of the 3 1  SILL 
strategy items with the oral proficiency scores added as the 32nd variable: 
• There appears to be a positive relationship between functional-use strategies and 
oral proficiency for second language learners. When the V arimax rotation was 
conducted, with the loadings of .300 or less suppressed in the resultant factor 
matrix, oral proficiency scores shared loading with English for fun and idiom use. 
These two strategy categories comprised two of the three components of 
functional-use strategies empirically defmed in this study. When the Varimax 
rotation was conducted, with the loadings of .255 or less suppressed in the 
resultant factor matrix, oral proficiency scores shared loading with all the three 
components of functional-use strategies. This finding reinforced the presence of a 
positive relationship between oral proficiency and functional-use strategies. The 
Direct Oblimin rotation also confirmed the above conclusion. As a result of this 
rotation, oral proficiency scores shared a positive loading with English for fun and 
solitary practice, and a negative loading with anti-naturalistic exposure and anti­
idiom use. Thus, here again, a positive relationship between oral proficiency 
scores and functional-use strategies was undeniable. 
5. The following conclusions were drawn from the hypothesis testing (A-analysis), 
the accomplishment of which was the purpose of this study: 
• The respondents' oral proficiency had a small correlation to their use of cognitive 
language learning strategies. Therefore, null hypothesis ( 1 )  was rejected and 
alternative hypothesis (3) was proven. (Null hypothesis 1 stated that oral 
proficiency had zero correlation to cognitive strategies; hypothesis 3 stated that 
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oral proficiency had a positive correlation to cognitive strategies.) It should be 
noted that the correlation between oral proficiency and cognitive strategies was 
small, not medium nor high. 
• The respondents' oral proficiency had a medium correlation to their use of 
functional-use language learning strategies. Therefore, null hypothesis (2) was 
rejected and alternative hypothesis ( 4) was proven. (Null hypothesis 2 stated that 
oral proficiency had zero correlation to functional-use strategies; hypothesis 4 
stated that oral proficiency had a positive correction to functional-use strategies.) 
• Among the subjects of this study, therefore, internal linguistic input processing, 
associated with oral proficiency, was mainly implicit. However, explicit 
processing of declarative language knowledge, such as discrete grammatical items, 
played a limited but positive role in the subjects' oral proficiency enhancement. 
(The study supports Ellis' conceptualization of a weak-interface position.) 
6. The following conclusions were drawn from B-analysis, or an item-by-item 
examination of the relationship between oral proficiency and each strategy item: 
• Of the 16  strategies that had a positive proportional relationship with oral 
proficiency, 11  strategies belonged to functional-use strategies. Their positive 
relationship with oral proficiency was generally robust, as evidenced by the 
significance level of the relationship. 
• The 11  functional-use strategies that had a positive proportional relationship with 
oral proficiency were either the strategies that direct a language learner to 
functionally/authentically use English in a certain way, or, they were strategies 
that direct a certain verbal action helpful in keeping oral communication on track. 
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They also were the strategies that enable a learner to find opportunities for 
immersing himself or herself in authentic English. 
• Of the 16 strategies that had a positive proportional relationship with oral 
proficiency, only three strategies were cognitive strategies. Their positive 
relationship with oral proficiency was generally weak as evidenced by the 
significance level of the relationship. 
• Unlike Green and Oxford's (1995) research, none of the cognitive strategies 
investigated turned out to be what they call "bedrock strategies" (p. 289), or those 
strategies which are used frequently by language learners at all proficiency levels. 
• Two solitary practice strategies also had a positive proportional relationship with 
oral proficiency. 
7. The following conclusions were drawn from an examination of the relationship 
of demographic variables with oral proficiency on one hand, and with language learning 
strategies on the other: 
• Immersion time is an absolute condition for implicit processing. Among the 
subjects in this study, three demographic variables (i.e., length of residence, 
amount of daily contact with native English speakers, and home language) had a 
positive relationship to oral proficiency at the .05 level of significance. One 
demographic variable (i. e. ,  existence of a native speaker friend) had a positive 
relationship to oral proficiency at the . 10  level of significance. These variables all 
related to immersion time. 
• Two demographic variables relating to immersion time (i. e., amount of daily 
contact with native English speaker and home language) also had a positive 
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relationship to the use of language learning strategies at the . 10  level of 
significance. 
• The English as a home language group showed the greatest oral proficiency. 
below. 
Their strategy use also surpassed that of the other home language groups 
regarding most strategy categories that emerged as a result of factor analysis. 
The conclusions of this study lead to three important inferences that are stated 
Inference 1: The General Way by Which the Respondents Internally Processed Input for 
Enhancing Oral Proficiency 
One important goal of this study was to draw a comprehensive ( albeit preliminary) 
picture of internal learning process by which language learners come to acquire their oral 
proficiency. Based on the results of A-analysis (conclusions 5 above) combined with 
those of B-analysis ( conclusions 6 above), it can be inferred that the respondents 
internally processed linguistic input for enhancing their oral proficiency as follows. 
Internal linguistic input processing by which the respondents acquired their oral 
proficiency was mainly implicit. The respondents were immersed in real English use, 
whereby they implicitly learned real linguistic rules necessary for acquiring English oral 
proficiency. A substantial amount of immersion is an absolute condition for promoting 
implicit learning. The respondents used a range of functional-use strategies to find 
opportunities to immerse themselves in real (authentic) English. They also used 
functional-use strategies to keep oral communication on track when they had such 
opportunities. Further, by the aid of functional-use strategies, they made deliberate efforts 
to authentically use English (e.g. , to try to think in English, and to take class notes or 
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make personal notes in English). By trying to think, say, or write in English, they 
implicitly organized separately stored declarative language knowledge into implicit 
procedural knowledge, which is supposed to constitute the basis for natural language 
proficiency for both native and non-native speakers (see Chapter II). 
Explicit learning of discrete language rules played a limited but important role in 
the respondents' oral proficiency acquisition. Implicit learning that relies on naturalistic 
immersion is an enormously time-consuming process. The respondents needed to use 
certain means to accelerate this process. This was especially so when they had much less 
·daily contact with native English speakers than native English speakers had with native 
English speakers, as was reported in Chapter IV. Explicit learning of discrete ( or 
declarative) linguistic rules, aided by the use of cognitive strategies, was one way for this 
acceleration to occur. The respondents looked for similarities and differences among 
English expressions that they learned in schools or they heard on the streets. They tried to 
develop their own understanding about how English language works. The respondents 
hooked corresponding real rules ( of natural English grammar) on those explicitly learned 
discrete rules while they were immersed in real English (Lightbown, 1985). 
Solitary practice was another way to accelerate implicit learning. Repeated 
occurrence of linguistic items in a naturalistic setting is a typical way that implicit 
learning takes place. However, when immersion time is limited, the pace to implicitly 
learn new linguistic items becomes slow. To deliberately imitate what was heard (Item 1) 
was one very important way for the respondents to accelerate the pace. After heard 
linguistic rules were firmly stored in the long-term memory by repeated imitation, a 
couple more encounters with the same rules in a naturalistic setting was enough for the 
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respondents to hook real rules on those rules stored by imitation. By the same token, to 
repeatedly say new English expressions that were learned in classrooms or that were 
heard on the streets (Item 2) was another important way to accelerate the pace. After 
heard or learned new expressions were firmly stored in the long-term memory by 
repetition, a couple more encounters with the same English expressions was enough for 
real rules underlying them to be hooked onto the stored expressions. 
Inference 2: Importance of the Use of Language Learning Strategies for Promoting 
Implicit Input Processing for Enhancing Oral Proficiency 
A-analysis revealed that internal linguistic input processing that was associated 
with the enhancement of the respon�ents' oral proficiency was mainly implicit. It also 
revealed that explicit processing of declarative language knowledge promoted the process 
to some degree by the aid of the use of cognitive language learning strategies. B-analysis 
revealed a major contribution of functional-use strategies to the enhancement of the 
respondents' oral proficiency by helping to increase immersion time. From these 
conclusions, Inference 1 was constructed. One point in this inference was ·the importance 
of the role that language learning strategies could play in promoting implicit input 
processing for oral proficiency enhancement. The importance of language learning 
strategies in enhancing oral proficiency is further highlighted when external factors' 
relation to oral proficiency on one hand, and to language learning strategies on the other, 
is taken into consideration. The rationale for this inference is described in the following 
paragraphs. 
Three demographic variables had a significant relationship with oral proficiency 
at the .05 level: Length of residence (LOR), home language, and amount of daily contact 
216 
with native speakers. One demographic variable (i.e. ,  the existence of a native speaker 
friend) had a significant relationship with oral proficiency at the . 10  level. All of these 
external variables relate to immersion time. Immersion time is an absolute condition for 
promoting implicit learning of a target language. Thus, irrespective of the respondents' 
more or less deliberate efforts to secure more immersion time (by using language 
learning strategies), their living conditions contributed to the primary input processing 
mechanism that is associated with oral proficiency enhancement. In other words, 
conditions such as living longer in the U.S. (but, the effect seemed to reach a plateau after 
4 years of LOR), communicating in English at home, having an American friend, and 
talking to more than three American people each day, secured more immersion time for 
some respondents. This immersion led to more implicit learning, which, in turn, led to the 
enhancement of their oral proficiency in English. 
On the other hand, an examination of the relationship between demographic 
variables and language learning strategies provided weak evidence for an interaction 
between external living conditions and learners' deliberate efforts to enhance oral 
proficiency (by using language learning strategies). Two demographic variables had a 
significant relationship with the use of language learning strategies at the . 1 0  level: home 
language and amount of daily contact with native speakers. While the relationship 
between amount of daily native speak.er contact and language learning strategies was 
somewhat irregular, the relationship between home language and language learning 
strategies showed a regular pattern. The Japanese as a home language respondents 
scored lowest on oral proficiency among four home language groups. They scored lowest 
on total strategy use, too. In contrast, the English as a home language group scored 
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highest on both oral proficiency and total strategy use. When the two groups were 
compared in regard to strategy use, the English as a home language group surpassed the 
Japanese as a home language group with respect to most strategy categories empirically 
defined in this study ( even though statistically, the fonner group surpassed the latter only 
in three categories). Thus, it appears that an enonnous amount of immersion time 
somehow invited the members of the English as a home language group to make more 
effort to enhance their oral proficiency by using a range of language learning strategies. It 
is probably safe to say that immersion in real English is the main reason for high English 
oral proficiency of the English as a home language group. But, at least part of the reason 
should be attributed to the subjects' deliberate efforts to take advantage of their fortunate 
condition for English language learning. Or, an overwhelming need to always use English 
as a second language for communication at home may have necessitated the members of 
the English as a home language group to use a range of strategies. For them to raise the 
level of their English oral proficiency as much as possible, and as fast as possible, may 
have been the only way to smoothly communicate with family members. They used 
language learning strategies as one important means to attain this goal. 
The present study is primarily a correlation study. Most results in this study are 
based on correlations. Correlation is non-directional. Correlation does not determine 
which is a cause, and which an effect. In this respect, what was mentioned above could 
be seen from another opposite perspective. It may not be that the respondents who used 
English as a home language had high English oral proficiency because they happened to 
be put in that situation. They may have deliberately sought to put themselves in the 
situation, and succeeded in the attempt. Then, it may not be right to say that necessity in 
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life made them use strategies. Rather, they may have continued to use strategies even 
after English became their home language. They may have deliberately used a range of 
language learning strategies to put themselves in a situation where English was their 
home language. And, the effort was rewarded. However, even after they succeeded in the 
attempt, they may have continued to use strategies. 
By the same token, some respondents may have made continuous efforts to live 
longer in the U.S., to have an American friend, and to put themselves in a situation where 
they talked to more than three American people each day. These daily efforts may have 
caused their high English oral proficiency. If so, clear division of internal and external 
factors for oral proficiency enhancement may be impossible. Or, to go a little farther, one 
important point for enhancing oral proficiency of a target language may lie in efforts to 
change external living conditions so that they would assist a language learner in 
promoting internal learning process. Another important point may be that once external 
conditions are changed favorably for internal learning process, a language learner needs 
to make continuous efforts to make the most of the changed conditions to enhance oral 
proficiency, by using a range oflanguage learning strategies. An adequate use of 
functional-use strategies is crucial for broadening the potential for implicit learning. The 
use of cognitive strategies is also important for accelerating implicit learning. With all 
these efforts appropriately combined, oral proficiency of a target language may be 
enhanced. This is what the results of this study seem to say. 
Inference 3: Learner Internal Factors That Enhance Oral Proficiency 
Based on Inferences 1 and 2, several important learner internal factors that 
enhance the respondents'. oral proficiency can be inferred. These are all language learning 
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strategies that were found to have a positive proportional relationship with oral 
proficiency, as measured by the oral proficiency sc·ale. 
A few cognitive strategies contributed to the respondents' oral proficiency 
enhancement by directly affecting the mental operations by which the respondents 
processed linguistic input into building blocks of their second language system. These 
were the strategy of looking for similarities and contrasts among English expressions, the 
strategy of developing an understanding of how English works, and the strategy of 
guessing meaning from context. The third strategy is especially noteworthy in relation to 
Krashen's Input Hypothesis (1982, 1995), where meaning transparency of input is 
supposed to be a crucial key to promoting implicit input processing (see Chapter II). 
Eleven functional-use strategies contributed to the respondents' oral proficiency 
enhancement by helping to increase immersion time, or by assisting in combining 
separately stored declarative language knowledge into procedural knowledge for a 
competent verbal action. There are the strategy of watching TV in English and the 
strategy of participating in an out-of-class event. These strategies helped the respondents 
increase immersion time by providing them a good way to be immersed in real English. 
There �e the strategies of using idioms/other routines in English, of using familiar words 
in different combinations, and of applying known patterns to new situations. These 
strategies also helped the respondents increase immersion time by directing a certain 
verbal action to keep communication on track. There are the strategies of trying to think 
in English, of reading for pleasure in English, the strategy of writing personal 
notes/messages in English, and of taking class notes in English. These strategies helped 
the respondents combine separately stored declarative language knowledge into 
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procedural knowledge for a competent verbal action by directing them to authentically 
use English as often as possible. 
Discussion 
The Nature of Learner Internal Input Processing 
Since Krashen (I 976, 1982, & 1995) proposed the implicit-only position or no 
interface position in Ellis' (1993) words, this position has been a topic of fierce debates _ 
in second language acquisition studies. Krashen divided language learning into implicit 
learning and explicit learning, placing absolute importance on implicit learning. Some 
reacted to the dualistic nature ofhis claim (McLaughlin, 1 976, 1 990; O'Malley & 
Chamot, 1990), retorting that the assumption of implicit learning was unparsimonious 
(O'Malley & Chamot, 1990), or unfalsifiable (McLaughlin, 1 990). Krashen denied any 
substantial interface between implicit and explicit learning. Many reacted to this 
stipulation of no interface between explicit and implicit learning (Bialystok, 1990; Gregg, 
1994; Sharwood Smith, 198 1 ). For language teachers, this latter claim was especially 
problematic. School-learning was mostly explicit. If explicit learning had nothing to do 
with implicit learning ( which was assumed by Krashen to constitute the core part of 
language ability), there would be nothing important that school and teachers could do to 
students. Grammar teaching especially lost ground under Krashen's implicit-only position. 
Ellis' (1 993) weak interface position was proposed to save language teachers 
from this enigma. Following Krashen, he accepted the proposition that the major part of 
second language learning is implicit. This view agrees with the experiences of many 
natural learners of a second language. At the same time, Ellis claimed that explicit 
learning contributed to promoting implicit learning. He asserted that explicit declarative 
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linguistic knowledge could directly convert to (i. e. , interface with) implicit declarative 
knowledge, or that at the very least explicit declarative knowledge could help a learner 
acquire its implicit counterpart (i.e., real rule of the natural grammar) by making the 
meaning of the real rule transparent for a learner. Robinson (1994) criticized Ellis' 
position by arguing that direct conversion from explicit to implicit declarative knowledge 
is not supported by any empirical studies. 
The results of this study clearly supported Ellis' weak interface position. This 
means that, at least in the population researched, and at least in oral proficiency 
acquisition, explicit declarative language knowledge did convert to implicit declarative 
language knowledge, probably indirectly if Robinson's criticism is taken seriously. In 
other words, in the researched population, explicit declarative knowledge (such as 
discrete grammar rules) helped learners acquire corresponding real rules from time to 
time, by making the real rules comprehensible, or otherwise noticeable. 
A-analysis 
A-analysis was conceived by the principal researcher from reviewing several 
previous studies that dealt with the relationship between language proficiency and 
language learning strategies (Bialystok, 198 1 ;  Bremner, 1999; Green & Oxford, 1995; 
Politzer & McGroarty, 1985). This study applied A-analysis to the examination of the 
relationship between oral proficiency and language learning strategies. Even though both 
proficiencies lie in implicit procedural knowledge, they are conceptually different (Cloud, 
Genesee, & Hamayan, 2000). Also, they are measured with different measurement tools. 
Therefore, whether or not this application would really be workable was unknown at the 
point when this study was undertaken. That this study succeeded in adequately 
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conducting A-analysis seems to prove that this analysis did work for determining oral 
proficiency. A-analysis might even be worth applying to other language proficiencies 
( e.g., listening comprehension), considering its successful application to oral proficiency 
in this study. 
The Oral Proficiency Scale 
Creating a new measurement tool for assessing subjects' oral proficiency was a 
risk for this study. However, this new scale turned out to be a credible tool after two 
invalid items were removed from it. All 18 items that remained in the scale cleared the 
validity check based on the De Jong-Glas (1987) criterion. Cronbach's alpha for the 18 
items was as much as .93. When the respondents' scores on this scale were collapsed into 
8 levels to form a bar graph, the graph emulated a typical normal curve. Also, the 
respondents' oral proficiency scores positively correlated to their length of residence 
(LOR), which has long been known to have a positive relationship with ESL learners' 
oral competence (Cummins, 1994 ). 
Following Hymes' (1972, 1974) proposal, the sociolinguistic ·component 
outweighed the other components in the oral proficiency scale. Considering that the scale 
seems to have adequately measured the respondents' oral proficiency, this weighting 
seems to have been appropriate. Also, despite the component lists provided by Higgs and 
Clifford (1982) and Canale and Swain (1980), the pronunciation component and the 
discourse component were omitted in the construction of this scale. These omissions 
could have affected score distribution, and created skewedness. However, generally 
speaking, the influence of this exclusion seems to have remained minor. 
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The Nature of Oral Proficiency 
Factor analysis of the respondents' answers on the l 8-ite111: oral proficiency scale 
revealed a few noteworthy features of the respondents' oral proficiency. Their oral 
proficiency factored into six components, four of which were the components that had 
been included when the scale was constructed by the principal researcher. These were 
accuracy ( or grammatical knowledge), sociolinguistic knowledge, listening 
comprehension, and fluency. When the scale was constructed, the vocabulary component 
was also included. This component crossed over the above four components. Thus, the 
respondents' oral proficiency, as measured by the oral proficiency scale, was obviously 
multi-dimensional. Higgs and Clifford (1982) assert that at least advanced language 
learners' oral proficiency may be converged into one unified competence. Despite the 
fact that the sample of subjects in this study consisted of very advanced ESL speakers, 
their oral proficiency was not uni-dimensional, as Higgs and Clifford (1982) thought it 
should be. 
Another noteworthy feature of the respondents' oral proficiency was that the most 
prominent component of their oral proficiency was not fluency, but accuracy. Fluency is 
generally believed to be the most prominent factor of oral proficiency. The results of this 
study contradicted this common belief. Actually, the fluency component was the least 
prominent factor among the four components included in the oral proficiency scale when 
it was constructed. This result seems to favor Higgs and Clifford's (1982) assertion that 
grammatical knowledge is the basis for language proficiency (see Chapter II). 
The six factors extracted by factor analysis covered about 58.7% of the 
composition of the respondents' oral proficiency. In other words, more than 40% of the 
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composition of the respondents' oral proficiency was caused by factors that are unknown 
to the researcher. 
Factor Analysis 
How many factors should be extracted from variables in question is always a big 
issue for factor analysis. If a correlation matrix of variables is non-singular, as many 
factors as variables can mathematically be extracted, which nullifies the meaning of 
factor analysis. A general rule of thumb is to stop factoring variables when a factor's 
engenvalue is less than unity (Kaiser's criterion in Chapter III). When factoring is 
stopped according to this criterion, very often about a half of the entire variance produced 
by variables in question is left unexplained by extracted factors. This result occurred in 
this study. When the respondents' answers to the 31  strategy items were factored until a 
factor's engenvalue was less than unity, nine factors were extracted. By these nine factors, 
only 50.2% of the composition of respondents' use of language learning strategies was 
explained. This is an unavoidable result of any factor analysis. The reader, however, 
should be aware that there is still much to be learned about language learning strategies 
used by second language learners, beyond the context of this research study. 
Another big issue in factor analysis is a-choice of rotation methods. The decision 
relates to a researcher's view about whether factors underlying variables in question are 
independent of each other or correlate to each other. If a researcher assumes that 
underlying factors are independent of each other, he or she should choose the V arimax 
method for rotation. If a researcher assumes underlying factors are dependent on each 
other, he or she should choose the Direct Oblimin method for rotation. This decision is 
difficult to make. In this study, underlying factors were assumed to be independent of 
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each other since the focus of this study was cognitive and functional-use strategies. These 
strategy groups seem to be fairly independent of each other. On the other hand, there is 
no clear evidence that these factors are really independent of each other. Therefore, while 
the primary focus was on the V arimax results, Direct Oblimin results were also 
developed in this study. Fortunately, both sets of results were basically the same. Three 
factors in the both results were mirror images of each other. The remaining factors were 
the same in both sets of results. Therefore, the nine factors that this study found 
embedded in the 31 SILL strategies seem to be trustworthy. 
Cognitive Language Learning Strategies 
Based on Rubin's (1975, 198 1) assumption, cognitive strategies should have had 
a positive relationship with oral proficiency. Notwithstanding, only three cognitive 
strategies showed a weak positive relationship to oral proficiency. In many previous 
studies, including Bremner (1999) and Huang and Van Naerssen (1987), similar results 
were reported. The reasons could be multiple. For one thing, the classification of 
cognitive strategies may in part be inaccurate. For example, Item 31  (the strategy of 
paying attention to the way American people think/feel), is usually classified as a 
functional-use strategy. However, since knowing the American way of thinking seems to 
help an ESL learner understand the meaning of American people's utterances and speech, 
it would promote his or her implicit processing of English structures used in speech, 
based on Krashen' s (1982, 1995) Input Hypothesis. Then, the strategy could be classified 
as a cognitive strategy. Another reason could be that the list of cognitive strategies that 
directly reflect mental operations used for linguistic input processing, does not seem to be 
sufficiently comprehensive. What mental operations are in fact operative in input 
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processing may -not be completely known in the first place. This area needs to be studied. 
Another reason may be that Rubin's (1975, 1981) assumption may not be completely 
correct. At least some cognitive strategies may be a cause of learner errors rather than a 
cause of language acquisition. For example, Selinker ( 1969, 1972) saw the strategy of 
transfer (from LI to L2) as a typical cause of learner errors. In this study, not transfer but 
transfer caution emerged as one category of cognitive strategies which showed a small 
positive correlation to oral proficiency. In other words, at least for the East Asian 
graduate student population researched, the strategy of transfer seemed to be a stumbling 
block, and not a facilitator, in oral proficiency formation. 
Functional-Use Language Learning Strategies 
When compared to cognitive strategies, functional-use strategies' relationship to 
oral proficiency enhancement was very strong. Functional-use strategies relate to 
immersion time, which is an absolute prerequisite for implicit language learning. Or, they 
relate to proceduralization of declarative language knowledge in TL immersion. The 
robustness of the positive relationship between oral proficiency and functional-use 
strategies is impressive. Because many functional-use strategies seem to be easy to teach, 
one possible answer to the teachability problem (Chamot & Rubin, 1994; O'Malley, 
Chamot, Stewner-Manz.anares, Russo, & Kupper, 1985; Rees-Miller, 1993, 1994) might 
be to teach ESL learners functional-use strategies. 
Solitary Practice 
Even though the focus of this study was on the effect of cognitive and functional­
use strategies on oral proficiency, a positive relationship that emerged between oral 
proficiency and solitary practice is noteworthy. Under the condition that language 
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learners are immersed in real TL use, solitary practice seems to facilitate implicit input 
processing in real communication (see Inference I in the previous section). 
Implications of the Study 
for Second Language Instruction 
Since Krashen (1 976, 1 982, & 1 995) proposed the exclusively implicit nature of 
learner internal input processing, the role of grammar instruction in second language 
classrooms has been under debate among ESL educators. One of the contributions of this 
study to second language teaching may be that it clearly showed that there is a possibility 
that explicit learning of discrete grammatical items helps promote implicit input 
processing that enhances oral proficiency in a naturalistic setting. Learner internal input 
processing that is associated with the enhancement of oral proficiency is implicit in 
nature. Implicit learning is essentially a very personal process, and no one can directly 
manipulate the process of others. However, when explicit learning does contribute to the 
enhancement of the process ( conclusions 5), teachers can intervene their students' 
implicit learning indirectly via explicit teaching of discrete grammatical items. What 
follows is an attempt to develop grammar instruction that seems effective for enhancing 
oral proficiency, based on the results of this study. 
The strategy of looking for similarities and differences between L 1 and English 
did not show a significant positive proportional relationship to oral proficiency. This 
seems to indicate that a second language teacher does not need to seriously think about 
teaching structural similarities and differences between English and his or her students' 
L 1 s. Always considering the students' cultural differences is of course important. Paying 
respect to the students' Lis is another crucial point for successful ESL teaching. However, 
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a second language teacher does not have to make the students aware of similarities and 
differences between English and their L 1 s. On the other hand, a second language teacher 
does need to have the students understand structural similarities and differences among 
various English expressions. The strategy of looking for similarities and differences 
among English expressions had a significant positive proportional relationship to oral 
proficiency. What the students are learning is English. In order to be good English 
speakers, the students do need to be aware of structural relations among a variety of 
English expressions. 
Another important point for instructing grammar to assist implicit learning that 
enhances oral proficiency is to have the students develop a broad notion of how English 
language generally works. The strategy of trying to develop an understanding of how 
English works had a significant positive proportional relationship to oral proficiency. A 
second language learner develops a personal notion about how English works, more or 
less. Careful observations of the students' typical errors in their English speech often give 
a second language teacher a clue to how students develop a wrong notion of how English 
works. A second language teacher needs to talk about how English actually works in 
class from time to time, when the students are relaxed. A short break that is put between 
major class activities may be a good time for this discussion. 
Ellis (1 993, 1 997), VanPatten and Cadiemo (1993), and VanPatten and Sanz 
(1995) propose a complicated comprehension-centered method to explicitly teach 
discrete grammatical items in a communicative approach language classroom. The 
rationale for this complication is that grammatical item teaching should not block the 
students' implicit learning of language materials that are presented to them in as 
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naturalistic a way as possible. However, based on the results of this study, such a 
consideration may not be necessary. Many solitary practice items loaded on oral 
proficiency (fable 12 in Chapter N). Besides, repetition and imitation had a significant 
positive proportional relationship to oral proficiency (Table 20 in Chapter IV). Thus, 
conventional grammar teaching, coupled with conventional practice, seem to assist 
implicit learning for oral proficiency. 
Multimedia Authoring as an Instructional Tool for Second Language Acquisition 
The use of multimedia authoring is worth considering as a powerful method for 
explicit grammar instruction that aims to accelerate implicit oral language learning. 
Multimedia authoring consists of computer activities in which either a teacher or a 
student creates an instructional module by using multimedia software such as 
Macromedia Flash or QuickTime Pro. Multimedia authoring itself consists of very 
explicit activities, since an author explicitly searches for a topic, explicitly sets a goal, 
explicitly makes a plan for attaining the goal, and explicitly works out how to 
operationalize the plan (Jonassen, Peck, & Wilson, 1999). However, its creativity aspect 
necessitates intuitive aesthetic judgments about a product. This might be remotely related 
to implicit improvised composition of an utterance in a real TL conversation. 
One good feature of multimedia authoring for language instruction is its 
multimodal stimulation effects where visual, auditory, and written code come together to 
make learning materials far easier to understand than do conventional instructional tools. 
A teacher can create an instructional module to teach content to his or her students. 
However, a more effective way to assist learning is to have students create a small 
instructional module themselves for personal use or for whole class use. In this way, 
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knowledge that is dealt with in the module is more relevant and authentic for students 
(Jonassen, Peck, & Wilson, 1999; Nikolova, 2002). In addition, learning becomes more 
fun for them. 
For example, an ESL teacher requests his or her ESL students to interview native 
English speakers about the most honored or most embarrassing moment in their entire 
lives. An interview can be conducted by individual students, or by a group of students. 
Each interview is videotaped with a digital camcorder. Then, students, either individually 
or as a group, annotate useful words and/or phrases using multimedia software. A student 
product should contain an interviewee's motion picture (visual stimuli), an interviewee's 
voice (auditory stimuli), and words/phrases and their annotations (written code). (If 
students use QuickTime Pro, words or phrases, or even whole sentences, can appear 
synchronized with an interviewee's utterances. Mills, 2000, illustrates this text track 
function of QuickTime Pro.) Students can add whatever interactive devices (i. e. , 
hyperlinks, animated buttons) they want to use to any or all of these three elements. 
Completed products are archived as a base data on a classroom computer, and can be 
accessed freely at any time by students of the whole class. If the products are linked to 
the computer network of the whole school, any student in school can access them freely 
during school hours. 
Annotated words/phrases in a multimedia instructional module are very likely to 
contribute to the promotion of implicit learning associated with oral proficiency. When 
an ESL learner (whether the author of annotations or a mere user of them) uses annotated 
words/phrases to make a quick response to a native speaker's question in a real 
communicative setting, the result will be more success than failure since all annotated 
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words/phrases come from a real TL use. Besides, they are presented in a multimodal way. 
Therefore, a learner is likely to understand the authentic meanings of words/phrases far 
better than he or she does when they are presented in a uni-modal way. Thus, at the 
moment of success in communication, the real meanings of words/phrases will be hooked 
onto their annotations, and will be stored in the learner's long-term memory for 
subsequent authentic use, which increases the versatility of the learner's oral proficiency. 
It should be remembered that idiom use strategies had a significant correlation to oral 
proficiency in this study. The knowledge of phrases collected from real TL use, thus, 
enhances oral proficiency. 
When key grammatical structures are annotated instead of useful words/phrases, a 
similar effect can be expected. They may be activated together with other structural 
knowledge when an ESL learner makes a response in a real communicative setting. And, 
they may be selected to compose a sentence or two for a quick response. This response is 
more likely to be a success than a failure because, again, the structures used come from 
authentic English use. At this moment of success, real structures of natural grammar will 
be hooked onto the annotated structures. The real structures �11 then be incorporated into 
a system of oral proficiency for subsequent use, when needed. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
I .  Further refinement of the oral proficiency scale used in this study should be 
conducted. 
The oral proficiency scale was created for this study to conveniently measure the 
respondents' oral proficiency. Even though it showed high validity and reliability, the 
pronunciation and discourse components should not have been removed from the scale. 
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Thus, the oral proficiency scale should be made more comprehensive by including the 
pronunciation and discourse components. After a more comprehensive scale is created, 
replications of this study need to be conducted to see if the same results are obtained. 
2. Cognitive strategies that reflect internal mental operations should be more 
extensively identified. 
Only one cognitive strategy that is supposed to directly reflect an internal mental 
operation showed a positive proportional relationship to oral proficiency. Part of the 
reason might be that the listing of cognitive strategies that reflect human mental 
operations is still incomplete. A thorough review of cognitive science may need to be 
made to identify more cognitive strategies that possibly relate to internal mental 
operations. Also, qualitative interviews with advanced L2 learners may need to be 
conducted to glean cognitive strategies relating to internal mental operations from their 
real strategy use. When a more comprehensive list of cognitive strategies is ready for use, 
research similar to the present study needs to be conducted to see if the same results 
emerge. 
3 .  This study should be replicated using international graduate students from 
Western Europe as a population. 
The subjects of this study were limited to East Asian graduate students. Learning 
culture in East Asia is generally believed to be memorization-oriented (Bremner, 1 999). 
The structures of L 1 s spoken in this region are very different from those of L 1 s spoken in 
Western Europe, including English. International students from Western Europe may use 
language learning strategies in quite a different way from East Asian students to acquire 
English oral proficiency. They may not use memorization as often as East Asian students 
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do. Speaking English based on the knowledge of their L 1 s may not yield as devastating a 
result as it often does for East Asian students. 
4. Additional research should be conducted to empirically confirm the nine broad 
strategy categories that resulted from factor analysis of the 3 1  SILL strategies. 
Factor analysis of the 3 1  strategy items identified nine broad strategy categories 
that may be called nine approaches to second language learning. These were the solitary 
practice approach, the idiom use approach, the sound sensitivity approach, the structural 
interest approach, the naturalistic exposure approach, the transfer caution approach, the 
English for fun approach, the learning in company approach, and the reading approach. 
However, this particular set of factors is only one in millions of theoretically possible 
factor sets. As such, these factors have yet to go through an empirical verification, as 
Nunnally (1967) points out. One promising piece of research for verification of these 
factors may be qualitative interviews with international graduate students in an American 
public university similar to UTK. Because the number of the subjects whom one 
researcher can interview is limited in a qualitative study, some kind of group study may 
be desirable for pursuit of this goal. 
5. Teachability of language learning strategies should be conducted using a 
refined oral proficiency scale. 
In this study, a large number of functional-use strategies and a few cognitive 
strategies showed a significant positive proportional relationship to oral proficiency. 
Research into the teachability of strategies can be conducted using these strategies. This 
aspect of language learning strategy studies was Rubin's (1975) motivation when she 
started strategy studies in the new perspective (Chapter II). After the oral proficiency 
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scale is improved with pronunciation and discourse components included, a comparison 
study may be conducted as follows. First, for a pretest, oral proficiency of international 
students is measured in two university ESL classes of a similar size and proficiency level. 
Then, in a treatment class, a teacher gives each student a handout in which the strategies 
(that were found in this study to have a positive relationship with oral proficiency) are 
listed with a couple of simple examples for use of each strategy. Students take the 
handout home, and keep it accessible so that they can check strategies whenever they 
want to. Once a week, students report to the teacher how they used the listed strategies 
( or, why they did not). Once a month in class, students discuss about how effective or 
ineffective the strategies are. These activities continue for a whole semester. In a control 
group, students just engage in regular ESL lessons for a whole semester. At the end of the 
semester, oral proficiency of the treatment group and the control group is measured on a 
posttest by using the same oral proficiency scale. Posttest scores of the two groups, after 
modified based on pretest scores using ANCOV A, are compared to see if a treatment 
effect is significant. 
Summary 
In this chapter, a brief summary of the research study was first presented, and then 
conclusions obtained from a range of data analyses were restated, including the 
conclusions from the research hypotheses. Then, three inferences were made based on 
these conclusions: an inference about the internal learning process by which the 
respondents ( and, the research population) acquired their oral proficiency, using a range 
of language learning strategies; an inference about the crucial importance of language 
learning strategies in the respondents' oral proficiency acquisition; and an inference 
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about learner internal factors that enhance second language learners' oral proficiency. 
The chapter then presented discussions about several important problems that were raised 
in previous chapters about implicit language learning, research methodology, and 
language learning strategies. Implications of the study were then described. Methods for 
developing explicit grammar instruction for an oral proficiency-oriented classroom were 
explained. Multimedia authoring was introduced as one powerful, explicit tool to 
accelerate implicit learning for oral proficiency. Finally, several recommendations for 
future research were listed. The importance of continuation of the efforts to include a 
pronunciation component and a discourse component in the oral proficiency scale was 
stressed. An idea for an experimental study to investigate the teachability of language 
learning strategies using an improved oral proficiency scale was also outlined. 
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English Leaming Suney 
I am very interested in what learning 
strategies or techniques you use as you learn 
English for communication. Please answer all of 
the following items so that I can better 
tmderstand how you go about learning English. 
Thank you for your valuable time. 
Section I: Background Information 
In the items 1 to 8 that follow, please provide 
information about the background of your 
English learning. 
(1) Circle your gender. 
Male Female 
(2) Circle the age group that you belong to. 
A. lO's B. 20's. C. 30's. D. 40's. E. 50's. 
F. 60 or over. G. Don't want to answer this 
question. 
(3) Circle your first language. 
A. Chinese. B. Korean. C. Japanese. 
D. Other. Please specify: ______ _ (4) How long have you lived in English-speaking 
countries including the U.S.? Circle one. 
A. Fewer than 6 months. B. 7- 12 months. 
C. 1-2 years. D. 2-3 years. E. 3-4 years. 
F. 4-5 years. G. 5-6 years. H. 6-7 years. 
I. 8 years or longer. 
(5) What language do you mainly speak at home? 
A. Chinese. B. Japanese. C. Korean. D. English. 
E. Other. Please specify: ______ _ 
(6) How old were you when you began to study 
English? Circle one. 
A. 5 or younger. B.6-8. C. 9-1 1 .  D. 12- 14. 
E. 15 or older. 
(7) Do you have a native English speaker friend 
with whom you speak English? 
Yes. No. 
(8) How many native English speakers did you 
talk to outside of the classroom YESTERDAY? 
Circle one. 
A. None. B. 1-3 .  C. 4-6. D. 7-9. E. 10-12. 
F. 13-15. G. 16- 18. H. 19 or more. 
Section II: Oral performance 
Listed below are a number of statements about a 
person's behaviors relating to English oral 
proficiency. Please read each statement, and 
circle the response (4, 3, 2, 1 ,  0) that best applies 
to you on the scale given just under each 
statement. 
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� means that the statement is true almost always. 
J means that the statement is true more than half 
the time. 
l means that the statement is true about half the 
time. 
! means that the statement is true less than half 
the time. 
� means that the statement is very rarely true. 
(I) I speak English fluently in daily informal 
conversations (e.g., casual talk with native 
English speakers). 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(2) I speak English fluently in daily FORMAL 
conversations ( e.g., business talk on phone). 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(3) I come up with any word I want to use in an 
English conversation. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
( 4) I use a precise word rather than a general 
word to mean something when I speak English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(5) I annoy native English speakers because my 
English speech is too slow for them. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(6) I make use of short and simple sentences to 
talk fluently when I speak English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(7) I control person, number, and agreement 
COMPLETELY when I speak English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1  - 0 
(8) I control pronouns completely when I speak 
English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(9) I control the English tense system completely 
when I speak English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(IO) I understand native English speakers when 
they are talking rapidly to each other. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(1 1) I understand MOST conversations in an 
American movie without subtitles. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(12) I understand a subtle meaning implied in a 
native English speaker's short comment aimed at 
me. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(OVER) 
'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y  
4 means that the statement is true almost always. 
� means that the statement is true more than half 
the time. 
a means that the statement is true about half the 
time. 
! means that the statement is true less than half 
the time. 
0 means that the statement is very rarely true. °i • • · · · · · · · · · · · · ·  
( 13) I understand an idiom when it appears in a 
native English speaker's talk (e.g., "hit a snag, " 
"hand over fist"). 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(14) I can make a case on a 'hot' media topic by 
using an abstract argument (e.g., social issues, 
politics, economy). 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(15) I can cut in on an ongoing conversation 
among native English speakers with ease and 
courtesy. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(16) I initiate and lead a conversation with a 
native English speaker. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
( 1 7) I can express anger in a manner accepted in 
the American culture when I speak English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(18) I smoothly respond to a native English 
speaker's sudden comment or joke. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(19) I smoothly avoid answering a sensitive 
question asked of me by a native English speaker. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(20) I use slang as I speak English with local 
people. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
Section III: Strategies for English learning 
Listed below are a number of statements about 
strategies that a person uses as he or she learns 
English. Please read each statement, and circle 
the response (4, 3, 2, 1, 0) that best applies to 
you on the scale given just under each statement. 
(1) I say new expressions repeatedly to practice 
them. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(2) I imitate the way native speakers talk. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
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(3) I read an English passage several times until I 
can understand it. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
( 4) I practice the sounds of English. 
. Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
( 5) I practice the spelling of new English words. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
( 6) I use idioms or other routines in English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(7) I use familiar words in different combinations 
to make new sentences. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(8) I watch TV shows or movies and/or listen to 
the radio in English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(9) I try to think in English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(10) I attend and participate in out-of-class 
events where English is spoken. 
Your answer: ,4 - 3 - 2 - 1  - 0 
(1 1) I read for pleasure in English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(12) I write personal notes, messages, or letters 
in English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(13) I quickly read an English passage first, then 
I go back and read it more carefully. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(14) I seek specific details in what I hear or read 
in English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
( 15) I take notes in class in English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
( 16) I apply learned language patterns to new 
situations when using English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
( 17) I find the meaning of a word by dividing the 
word into parts. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(18) I look for similarities and contrasts between 
English and my first language. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(19) I look for similarities and contrasts among 
different English expressions. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(20) I am cautious about understanding English 
based on my first language. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(OVER) 
'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 
� means that the statement is true almost always. 
� means that the statement is true more than half 
the time. 
,1 means that the statement is true about half the 
time. 
! means that the statement is true less than half 
the time. 
!! means that the statement is very rarely true . 
.A. .& .A. .& .A. .A. .A. .A. .A. .A. .A. .A. .A. .A. .A. .A. 
(21)  I look for patterns in English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(22) I develop my own understanding of how 
English works. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(23) I guess the general meaning from the 
context or situation as I listen to a native English 
speaker. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(24) When someone is speaking English, I try to 
concentrate on what the person is saying. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(25) I focus on the way native English speakers 
pronounce certain sounds in English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(26) I have a notebook to record important 
English language information. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(27) I actively look for people with whom I can 
speak English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(28) I try to notice my errors in English and find 
out the reason for them. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(29) I worry about making errors as I speak 
English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(30) I have a regular English learning partner. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(3 1) I pay attention to the way American people 
think and feel. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
Thank you very much for participating in this 
study! 
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Note: The actual English questionnaire 
was a two-page format. It had to be 
modified to the present two and a half­
page format so that it would fit into the 
dissertation margins. 
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Rebecca Oxford F�m: <rcbecca_oxford@yahoo.com> 
To: knakanolc 
Sabject: RE: I Need permission to use SILL 
Stalus: I r Urgent r New 
Dear Kiyoshi: 
I give my permission for you to use the SILL if you would be willing to send me a 
copy of your approved dissertation. I am very interested to see what you find. My best 
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Dr. Rebecca Oxford 
EDCI 
23 1 1  Benjamin Bldg. 
University of Maryland 
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All best wishes, 
Rebecca Oxford 
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Dear Dr. Re� Oxford: 
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College of 
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264 
2/1 1/2004 
.:.\ : 
APPENDIX C 
The Oral Proficiency Scale for the Pilot Test 
265 
Language Learning Survey (Pilot study) 
Listed below are a number of statements about a 
person's behaviors relating to English oral 
proficiency. Please read each statement, and 
circle the response ( 4, 3, 2, I ,  0) that best applies 
to you on the scale given just under each 
statement. 
� means that the statement is true almost always. 
J means that the statement is true more than half 
the time. 
i means that the statement is true about half the 
time. 
! means that the statement is true less than half 
the time. 
!! means that the statement is very rarely true. 
(1)  I speak English fluently in daily informal 
conversations (e.g., casual talk with native 
English speakers). 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(2) I speak English fluently in daily FORMAL 
conversations ( e.g., business talk on phone). 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(3) I come up with any word I want to use in an 
English conversation. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
( 4) I use a precise word rather than a general 
word to mean something when I speak English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(5) I annoy native English speakers because my 
English speech is too slow for them. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(6) I make use of short and simple sentences 
when I speak English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(7) I control person, number, and agreement 
COMPLETELY when I speak English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(8) I control pronouns completely when I speak 
English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(9) I control the English tense system completely 
when I speak English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(I 0) I understand ·native English speakers when 
they are talking rapidly to each other. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
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(1 1 )  I understand MOST conversations in an 
American movie without subtitles. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(12) I understand a subtle meaning implied in a 
native English speaker's short comment aimed at 
me. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
( 13) I understand an idiom when it appears in a 
native English speaker's talk (e.g., "hit a snag, " 
"hand over fist"). 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(14) I can make a case on a 'hot' media topic by 
using an abstract argument (e.g., social issues, 
politics, economy). 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
( 1 5) I can cut in on an ongoing conversation 
among native English speakers with ease and 
courtesy. 
Your answer: 4 � 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
( 1 6) I initiate and lead a conversation with a 
native English speaker. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
( 17) I can express anger in a manner accepted in 
the American culture when I speak English. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
( 18) I smoothly respond to a native English 
speaker's sudden comment or joke. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(19) I smoo1hly avoid answering a sensitive 
question asked ofme by a native English speaker. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(20) I use slang as I speak English with local 
people. 
Your answer: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
***Please give me your valuable feedback ••• 
(l) Was any statement in the scale offensive for 
you? 
(2) Was any statement vague or obscure in 
meaning? 
(3) Do you think the general word level of the 
statements was appropriate for a questionnaire? 
(4) Did you have any other trouble answering the 
scale items? 
(5) What was that trouble? 
Response time _____ _ 
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ttti��*�-��mm�m®n$��fj 
+7t®1fftim. m•frJllffW-f$���ffi®1JA­
ffi@�PJ r:-P1T1t®r�II- �ii---�-� 
ID!:l£r�imc1 > iuca> tflt1mfm���m®1fft 
(1 ) tt�U: !P.,1 1;:.. 
(2) �ti: (A) 1 0 (8) 20 (C) 30 (D) 40 (E) 50 
(F) 60 .llPJJ: 
(3) -a!ffi(A) li.Iffi (B) (1#\fil (C) B � 
(D) tt
r.-'-,
t::......_ __ 
(4) @'lt��ffif�m�<��liJ)®�ri:01 (ffllll 
�-JJO (A) *fflIJ:3.1,J.r:- (B) 7 - 1 2  fflJR (C) 1 -
2 � (D) 2-3 � (E) 3-4 �(F) 5-6 � (G) 6-7 
� (H) 8�PJJ: 
(5) tE��ffl®ffi §? (A) Ii.Im (B) 8 ffl (C) ._ 
ffi (D) �m (E) ltr.-'-,-.1:::'. __ 
(6) Q�rffl���:;t? (A) 0-5� (8) 6-8� (C) 
9-1 1 �  (D) 1 2-14� (E) 1 5»!PJJ: 
(7) 1fgpJ�Mtffl-Blffi®M�AJ-ffl,t� (A) 
fl (8) � 
(8) B'J: B il9J.Wf$,t�® .A. fl° ��n!PJ�ffiffl 
-alffi®? (A).(B) 1 -3.A.(C) 4-6.A.(D) 7-9.A.(E) 
1 0-12.A.(F) 1 3-1 5.A.(G) 16-1 8.A.(H) 1 9.A.PJJ: 
=. om�m 
PJ r=-m�um1J111Hoo.A.�� o �n�nfim� m 
·®�&�m��®-�. fflM•���� 
:Mllll�&�&fl?Jt®� § .  
� ��m�:m:•• 
���m�m•• 
£��m�•••• 
1.��.Pfi�'ffffilflllf 
Q_��ffi"ilYf1).'.fr 
1 . :(£fl r=-t-1��. ttngiJ.mtflJl¥J�ffi�- ({§IJ 
tza: W�ffi.A.±ftt����) 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
2. tEiE��. WJgpJrfrtfU®�ffl�- (�1 
tm: W�ffl.A.±tE'il�J:��-) �= 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
3. tE��ffiffil, tttfg�Jey:lf!!�¥titt���a�r� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
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4. -�mJfey, �fj!ffl�ffl�®�*�53U�� 
;!\tfl]Rgg. 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
5. 1Jt1t����ffi®�N::t:ttffff � �ffi .A.± ffl*�--
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
6. •�m�. �7flgvftfrJ®�iMllJ!\, tt�ffii 
lt�JtH�li fm-*®1fl r 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
7. -�ffi�. llGtJg�ffi.rr]l®.A.ffi, -�.A.ffi 
1¥Jlb��1J[]S, ���-�-&±�Wlb�® 
-¥.t 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
a. M�ffi�. tttJg�ffl1ER®fr1*� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
9. ��ffi�, �tlg�ffl1ER®�t� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 0. 'M'�ffi.A.±'f:k�JtgPJ�ffi,t��I ttflg[lf 
,W-flg1rJ1¥Jti��� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 1 .  :(£�1ifl°�¥1¥J�lrllt�, �1fglffitfWJt* 
$5}1¥)!-J� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 2. 'ii'�ffi.A.±ti�ftflH� i®fr��I f!tflg� 
ffjtjt�-®�� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 3. fltfmlflff'R��A±Plr�®OO� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
14. tttmPJ '&t*Il¥J·ll�l!lmlll¥Jft&-�3t 
1'F3t 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 5. �fm�Edffl1rl�ffiA��.A.±1¥JJJ�t:fl 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
16. �flg�ffi .A.±IT!ffl�ffl&¥:�-trffla<J� 
fol 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 7. ��PJ���ffint**�il�®�'ll�tll 
?t: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 8. f.l��ffi.A.±���mr-at!JJGm�, fttgpJ 
�ff§ �®l�l!t*;fif-f 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
.... .... .... .... .... .... .... .... .... ....  � �jf-pfi��-­
��5f-ffimtimm •• 
2.Jl5f-ffiizlH�Jl.111' 
1.�5f-Plr�fl�-­
Q_�jf-fifi�p-· 
.... .... .... .... .... .... .... .... .... ....  
1 9_ �ttg11111ttrgjl�@�m..A.±P1rrA�1¥Jfk..A. 
���m 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
20. Jfffi':!1B.Am\J��' ru)-�--s!t�3tfflffi �= 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
-· ���ffilY-)15� 
��m�•�noo..A.���ffin�•m�a'g 
�.&Jtfifi���-�- ��•m����� 
-�?5ll¥-J� § .  
1 . tt•�lrffl.rulr1¥.J����15� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
2. !lt .. fflf1J�ffi.A±•�®1J� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
3. �&:fl�---�ffi3t:!j!Wtl1='f!R•it 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
4. �-�*3t�1¥-JB-ff 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
s. a••��¥�3t�®m� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
6. ��fflJHmfflffi�;tt'e��ffitlf9rJ 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
7. �Jfftfifi�l¥-J�3t�:t&�� �®*Jlfttp, � 
�•11x-ffiffi{J]r 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
8. !lt*�a!ff-Jilii� Ji(�) �ffiliiffl 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
9. ���J:JE€�1¥r1JJ:t,�� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 0. a�w�9f-®�mmlll 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 1 . flPJ!ffl-�3tm� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
12. aPJ�3t�f.i!•. m,�, . .&fflfflg 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 3. it1t$\Jt•--�3t3tlif, ��.JIJ@I:R� 
M-itii 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
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1 4. 'M'tt1£1!�-�3tfey, !lt1t�7Jtltt��q:t 
®ffilftff 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 5. t£J:��ffl�3t�-� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1a. a�m�1Y-J�3t��mt£trfflJJti:p 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 7. 1£te!�3t�JtMffl� !P]fflHJ}fl, fJGftgtttB 
Jtr:fl®�-
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 8. WJg�fflffiff.!iilZl'LittteMµ:ijffit§fl� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 9_ attE�ffi(r(J1'!P]�zrmttteMµ:ij�f§ 
tiJE 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
20. �PJfJGl¥.Jffl:$fm��:**��ffl 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
21 . �-1£�mi:pttte!ttm;E�m3:t �= 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
22. tt�§ i3(1(J151!:*·��ffi(r(Jffl$�{JJ� 
ft: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
23. 'M'�tE•�m..A.±��m¥. �t'EJt�� 
.&��®-�irr��IY-Jft�, 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
24. 'ffi'JJliA��ffimi, ��'-11.t:liNl®IA 
{£�ft� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
25. ��55Uit��ffiA±f;rffil¥��1¥-J¥1!:!;; 
ff-ff 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
2e. ftfi"-:�fqtJr,�•�3t1¥-J•i2� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
21. itffillffi�tt�ftEffi���ffilY-J..A. 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
28. a��i!•ru£�3t1:mm�Mruftttte 
ffi'{ltg 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
29. flM,t,ffl1�3tlWi\t�Bffl 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
30. fl�-fllAJ�'M-��ffi891*{* 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
31 . �ff�JJtlA9B:��ilJAfiA�B9��& 
�� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
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�If� >3 fiij �� :ti 
��{$� �� �m�mm �m �n��tt� 
+Jtt¥l1f�'1- '1±5Jtl T fff-f$� >3 �ffi-�n5t. 
ffl§I� � r/nlfa<Jf&iJRI. WW. 
-- �*,tm 
ffl� f&iJ/m(1 ) Jtl(B) J:P�{JHt�>J �ffi-Q{Jff:Jjl: 
(1 ) f!j}tj :  �/ -g: 
(2) �It: (A) 1 0 (B) 20 (C) 30 (D) 40 (E) 50 
(F) 60 � �..t 
(3) -Bjffi(A) OOffi- (B) ffffi (C) B ffi­
(D) lt"e: __ 
(4) ,@-f±��ffi-� lE-*<*�lE)(l(Jlt-J-raJ? (-1111 
;a;-l'.j{) (A) 7'1''3 �r (B) 7 - 1 2 -i'J3 (C) 1 -
2 � (D) 2-3 � (E) 3-4 �(F) 5-6 � (G) 6-7 
� (H) 8��..t 
(5) tE-*-ftffl �ffi-a? (A) oom- (B) Bi! (C) � 
ffi- (D) �it (E) ltE __ 
(6) JL� :1f fz&��X? (A) 0-5� (B) 6-8� (C) 
9-1 1 � (D) 12-14� (E) 1 5� �..t 
(7) ff x � � ffi-'1-BJitt a<J M �fi:iJ � >3 3c il (A) 
ff (B) x 
(8) � B iJU·f-�-!$3<:��A ff�&� �-ffi-'1 
�ffi-99? (A)x(B) 1 -3A(C) 4-6A(D) 7-9A(E) 
1 0-1 2A(F) 1 3-1 5A(G) 16-1 8A(H) 1 9Al;J...t 
=- O ffi�Jl 
�rm�'1ff�+A•• o mnhff'1e-tm 
�a<J��&�m����*- fflOO���� � 
tt 111iiUl:�-%tff m.a<J� B .  
� ��m�,��a� 
3 *�1'r�li'M'Ji� 
2*�3r���Ji� 
1 ��m��a-J"�� 
o *�J;r:icUfd>a� 
1 . tEfA rx-t�n-t. a�w.mtltJ(l(J•m-3<:�- ({¥� 
:!m: ��ffi-A±fltttil3t�) 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
2. tE.iE:it:til½ lt-t, � ft w. �,J (l(J � ffi-3<: �- ( {¥tl 
:!m: ��ffi-A±i:E lt! �J:il1:•> 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
3. 1:Ei.#�me-t, �•�at:ttl!�JIJ���i.#a<J* 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
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4. i,jf�ffi-a-t, ��{fffl�*nlm fl(J**�)}tl*:it 
�ff*W-
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
s. a� � '1 ffl=�i-afl(Jjgfl�1trm��mA± 
**mtt. 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
6. 1*�i!lt-J-, '1 Tftilit�tla<J�±5li,ffl, !It�� 
:1:-ftffl ffi .ft f6l .qt fl(] iiJ T 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
7. i.Jt:� ffi-lt-J-, !t�-ftffl iEiffl fl(J A'*, Jt:=:A� 
fl(J��FAWS, � � a<J -��&±���� a<J 
-!( 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
8. ijf�fia-t, !t�ftffl iEMJ �ft*iiiJ 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
9. m:� ffi-lt-J-, � ftMtffl .iE � � n-t � �= 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 0. � �ffi-A±i9c:i"!i& ��ffi-3E1llt-J-, ilft T 
fff ·ftMrJ a<JX1i! � � 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 1 . tfwtiff*lJa<J � lE Jt a-t, �fmTM�:x 
$5t �X1115 �= 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
12 . � �ffi-A±x-tltflt�ffi: t'JtJW�a-t, ilft 7 
ftOtl�Ul�* Jl.. 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 3. �ft Tfl}H�A±miSG a<J-fiffi 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
14. � � � � fil: a<J �1*1151! ffli. a<J {i-ji � X 
fl=x 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 5. ��f.H'l lHlJft a<J ffi A�ffi-A ± a<Jx-t"0 � 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
16. It �.fO� ffi-A ±tr :1f115 J!&�� "0 .'1i l¥J jE 
fR] 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 1. ����j:\�ffi-nt!*�:ei�l'.fJ�ffi�� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 a. m-nt�m-A±�� e<JW�:elm�, �t�PJ 
�� § 1& 1'.fJ�ll*w#i 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...  
� ��m�.�di•� 
���m�m 11t JM� 
2._�lRJn:lt'(M$J&� 
1. ��J,ri2&1f 131 Tl� 
Q_��Jni&fld>Ji� 
A A A A A A A A A A  
1 9 . affflmiffl'a<Jit!k.@��ffi A±m rnJ �fAA 
1i&:NB-i!I! 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
20. !j �:i&A -m:�a-t, !t���-@�JtWi! 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
=· �>.J*.(1(]1J� 
��1YrW'-1���A�� �-1J�lt-jma� 
��&�Jnft�(l(J�*- �00������� 
-��ffl�acJI( 1§1 .  
1 . ·�-1'l*Ji1I�ffie<J*•*�1i?i 
!§: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
2. lt�*l-tn*•A±�i!a<J1Ji:t 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
3. •� .& JJ� �-,r� ilt$c:-.1IJJJ�ffl¥ '-1.u: 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
4. ·�>.J�Jt*�:&:� 
!§: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
5. -��>.Jii��Jt*a<Jjjf� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
a a�m••••���•�•fflM 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
7, a� ffi �� a<J�Jt * nii!-1' fAj e<Jffl it s:p I ?'& 
Fo�µx;-�if1:iJr 
!§: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
0. a�1Jfm-e<J 1t��ll<�) n1r�m-r-1t 
!§: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
9. -�;at;§ ffl �iHa<J1J:it,ffl.� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 o. -�� �9� a<J � m-mz;tJ 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 1 . aw.oo��x'-1 � 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
12. RW.�X�ff *, ffi,@., &mi% 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 3. •�*ll�-,r�xx•. �FoM@�� �--
1¥: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
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14. �lttEPJr9li,j.Jcft-t, ft�*1iJtt��q:t 
e(JflBiJ 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
15. tE.1:Wlt-tR�ffl�Jt��ia 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1s. •�nr�a<1�x•J:t�mt£tr1t�lfl 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 7. t£if�X�1tfi'-1;ffAHlfI?}J5, llt�tttB 
�s:pe<J* J( 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 0. atm:t£�ffilll£Jffi-z.ra1ttte�1AJ�ffl�� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
1 9. ft tm:t£• ffi-a<J � fRJ��z. fa] tt ili � fAJ *'1 ffl 
�!II: 
!§: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
20. ·�-89-BJ•'-1��*���ffi­
!§: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
21 . !t�tE• ffis:p tt tfU tffil )E a<J•j:\ 
!§: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
�- ••� aa<J1J�*•�••e<Jm�*'1�ffl 
!§: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
23. �R:tEivr�•A±iSt�lli. R�.M.� P3� 
& � lt-f (l(Jf.f :fl�lt±� a<JIUi 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
�- �mA�•ffi-lt-j, lt��*•tt•��A 
tEiSHt� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
25. ft�*r§l1Jtt��ffiA±YT��®*(l(Jjk@ 
�-1}-
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
2a a1f-*•nia•�xa<J�ia* 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
2� -��-�tt�M�ft���e<JA 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
�- -��tt•a:t£�x�mm�ffl�#ttte 
Ji� 
!§: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
29. am ,i:,1:w� x lf1 �m m 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
� -1f-&��#�>.J�ffie<J�# �= 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
31 . -��iJ(l(Jtt•�®AX'f A$�(1(Jlt�& 
�� 
�: 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
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(4) � � Of A•§�J. l11 WJ l 2!- (� � D I ���) 
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G. 5-6 � H. 6-7 � I. 8 \::! 01 � 
(5) � OIi M � � A�§ oH:: e! Of 
A 8�0f B .  � �Of C. ��Of 
D. � Of E. J I  Et-_( 
(6) � Of ii  l� � tlH �JI  Al �� fIHe 
A .  5 Ail 0 1  <5. B. 6-8 Ail C. 9-l l  Ail 
D. 12-14 Ail E. 15  AU 01 � 
(7) � Of �  2�0{ �  �e c!,1J� 
�Q. �Q. 
(8) Of Xii � � 21  � Of 2�0f A.§ XI-� .iil� !:h'"OII M 
01 OtJI �§LI JM 
A. �� 8. 1-3 C. 4-6 D. 7-9 
E. 1 0-12 F. 13- 15 G. 16-18  H. 19  � 01� 
0�21 ��g � Of ,1� ��� OIi �� 8 
��gjLI Q. 4,3,2, l ,0 80l l xi e!e.!OIIJtl J·� 
oH 's!cl E ��OIi �::l�D lo·� �� Al 2 . 
4 e  Ji 21 e! lil U M� 2J ��gJ U Q. 
3 g �01 �21 � �J• M� 2J ��gJLI Q. 
2 e � �01 A•� 21 � �gJ U O. 
I g � 01 o•J• AHM e.! � �gJ U Q. 
o g  Ji 21 A•� o, OHa LI Q. 
( I )  i! � � e.! ti I �� � � §} W � � o. Jil ,1 A.� Q. 
(OU ,  � Of  2�0{ M§X.2!-21 il �2' m) 
QI g : 4--3-2--1-0 
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(2) �� � e.!  §J §}W ��o.Jtl ,1A.�Q. (OII, 
�§1-�21 gf ��� QI§}) 
[JI Et- : 4--3-2--1-0 
(3) Ul J. A.§ o.J I W � o�E 9otJ• � JU [-f 2�0. 
[JI g : 4-3-2--1-0 
(4) � Of �  WltIDI �Ate! 90f W A•§�CL 
QI Et : 4--3-2--1-0 
(5) � Of  2�0{ A•*x•� Ql§.1-AI U21 � O{ J� Li � 
L � M  ::i [Jl§.1,{?jQI X.il -tf �Jtl �Q. 
ai e : 4-3-2--1-0 
(6) ¥?�a•Jt1 Wm J I  � oH M  it:il 2!-8� ���� 
M§�Q. 
Ql et  : 4-3-2--1-0 
(7) � Of �  �ltlDl e.! �, *, � ll W  �� al 
Ql *�OI g;�Q. 
Ql g : 4--3-2--1-0 
(8) gt Of � WoHOI CH � A•W Q! *� OI Qt�Q. 
ai e  : 4-3-2--1-0 
(9) � Of �  WltIDI AI A"!I B �*� 01 ��Q. 
at g : 4-3-2--1-0 
(10) � Of .2�0{ A•§X.iiO I  !t2.I Wlt[ll :liiOI 
�o.e3:!� OI OO �Q. 
at g : 4---3-2--1-0 
(1 1) 01 �21 �§I-OIi U.2� Ql§.1-a � 2f X���OI  
�� ol O l oH � Q. 
CH g : 4--3-2--1-0 
(12) WW �� �Of .2�0{ A.�Xl-21 lt§ ei60II 
m�@ D I E.� 21 DI �  Ol o!l �Q. 
CH e : 4-3-2--1-0 
(13) g{ Of 2�0f A.§ J}21 UE.f-'d �Of Ii Ol oll �Q. 
(OIi . "hit a snag," "hand over fist"). 
CH et : 4--3-2--1-0 
(14) ��� 21 2:2.1 s  01 go•� em e!�� 
�or� E�82J �l:IIW StW* �Q. (OII , 
M� §XII .  � ii ,  � Xii )  
QI 'et : 4--3-2--1-0 
(15) � AH ��g� � 0{ 2�0{ A�§X.ii21 at §J- Ofl 
� Jtl ::1 2G1  � 8o�Jil JJ l ot�* �a. 
ate : 4--3-2-1-0 
( 16) gt 0{ .25½0{ Mg x.21-21 at §l-11 Al �oLJJ. 
�Er.9l* «tlQ. 
at et : 4--3-2--1-0 
( 17) utJ•  � Of �  W;tlDI D 1�21 �§J-OII M 
ge.i£Je �� o � §1-11 �* �a. 
QI 'et : 4-3-2--1-0 
(18) � Of  2�� A•§X.21 ��A 2.i � e!60I U  
�@OIi m� � gj Jtl gg�a. 
at g : 4-3-2--1-0 
Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y T Y T T Y Y Y Y Y T  
4 e Ji 2J  £!lll U  Nale! � !?eJ U 0. 
3 g �01 �� � �J· A·� e! tl�eJ LI O. 
2 e � �01 AHw e! � Si2 gJ U Q. 
1 g � 0l o•J •  N� e! � !?gJ U Q. 
o g  Ji£! A.QI 0I o•� LI O  
Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y T T Y T Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(19) � Oi  .2�ot A.§ J;JJ. �ot�e e!�� 
�§� XH� �� Jll CH @� §J il1 1M� �O.  
Ql et : 4-3-2-1-0 
(20) N��� � Of £  Ql§l!:'lOI �Of � Ng�Q. 
Ql 'Et : 4-3-2-1-0 
0§� ��g � Oi  �a � � OIi e!-�3:! gJ LI Q. 
� .:i1 4,3,2,1,0 �OII M  �e! OII Jll J •� 5H f:t 9 e  
��OIi �:J2Wl oH)I �� A1 2. 
(1) AH II�� ��e! tfioH>� 9!�0. 
QI et : 4-3-2-1-0 
(2) � ot  .2�ot A�§ X.J• �a•e6t � � LH 'd! O. 
QI g : 4-3-2-1-0 
(3) Ol oll�lOl mXI � Of ��� � � �  ��o·� 
� :::a. 
Ql g : 4-3-2-1-0 
(4) � Of W§� e! 13�Q. 
Of 'Et : 4-3-2-1-0 
(5) � Of AH 8ot21 �x•e e! i3 c'5•0. 
QI g : 4-3-2-1-0 
(6) � Of  �ot U Oe �ol �E H.� � Ng�a. 
Ql et : 4-3-2-1-0 
(7) AH £� §�-� e!�Jl � oH M  ��� 
80f �g 0�6t �� �etc'5H)i A•§�Q. 
Ql g : 4-3-2-1-0 
(8) � Oi� TV fi:U �21-S �Ji U  2_.Cl 2� 
�ea. 
QI g : 4---3---2-1-0 
(9) � Of £  � 2.to•2.� �  �� �a. 
Q! Et : 4--�2-1--0 
(10) � Of £  �Ir* 2le .iil� �� �A·£! 
et� �Q. 
[ff g : 4-3-2-1-0 
( 1 1 )  �Ji�� �o•� � Of£ �Af �O. 
QI et : 4--3-2-1--0 
(12) � Of £  JH e! � e! Oll2U, OII MI XI •g 
� Xl �� �Q. 
QI a : 4-3-2-1-0 
(13) �§otl e � ot §�� 111• 2 J11 � �  :1 ag 
DAI �o•J•  �� � Jil � ea. 
Ql et : 4-3-2-1-0 
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(14) � Of £  � Ji U  � J I Oll .kf  =ilx�l � e!  Afl ¥A•�� 
��x• �o. 
QI et : 4-3-2-1-0 
(15) * gj Al 2.!-0II � Of £ � J l �CL 
at et : 4-3-2-1-0 
(16) � Of � NgW!DI tiH � � Of IDI E! �  AH �WOii 
- � g�a . . 
QI g : 4-3-2-1-0 
(17) � 80f 21 £1 01 �  Ol oH o.J I  � oH M eot � 
U!;s-Of Af  � 2.t�Q. 
at 'Et : 4-3-2-1---0 
( 18) � ot 2J- U21 2�ot A•OI Ofl �N� OI U 
Q�� � �OH� Q. 
Cff et : 4-3-2-1---0 
(1 9) � Of ll� UI OII M  �A�� 0tU Oe� � 
�o•�a. 
CH 'Et : 4--3-2-1-0 
(20) U21 2�0i OII 2Ji oH .kf  � OU i  0l oH oH:=3:!� 
�� �a. 
CH 'et : 4--3-2-1-0 
(2 1)  � Of OIi ml E! � � o• � � .:i1 x � � Q. 
CH et : 4--3-2-1-0 
(22) � ot J• Of � Jl l ���XI O!I QI �  U21 
Ol oH � �  JH ��Q. 
CH 'Et : 4-3-2-1-0 
(23) � Of .2�0i AH�Al� �� ��lOI ��0I U 
� Q!f Oll M  � �� e!  21 D l ii  9��CL 
CH et : 4-3-2-1-0 
(24) -'=r�J· � Of £  ��[}I. :J A· �0I �o•e 
LJjg Ofl ;ii-!i J l �Ol 2.� .:i1  �� �Q. 
CH 'Et : 4-3-2-1-0 
(25) � Oi  2�0f N�X.J•  Ule ±2.1 21  
�§ ��OIi �21 � J l�e!Q. 
Of et : 4-3-2-1-0 
(26) �_g� � Oi � �� J l�o•e !:c§� J�Xl .:il  
�D. 
CH et : 4-3-2-1-0 
(27) � Oi £  WW* £le A·�� � � � 2£ 
�0•� 2;1 .:i1  �� �o. 
ate : 4-3-2-1--0 
(28) U.9.1 � Of OIi �*� �� otJJ. :J O l �!l 
�mLH � :a  !:c� �a. 
CH g : 4--3-2-1--0 
(29) � Of £  �Wint � *� o• x1 ai-.JJ� � � �o. 
CH g : 4-3-2-1-0 
(30) � Oi �  rt� � �£ Mg� c! =ilJ• 2lQ. 
CH et : 4-3-2-1-0 
(3 1)  D l �N��OI � 2,1-a�.:iJ. �JJl e �� Ofl �21 � 
J l � e! Q. 
QI g : 4-3-2-1-0 
Noto/I �NA/ /JIE!BI gJA/6/LJO. 
APPENDIX G 
The Questionnaire Translation in Japanese 
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� <T) 7 Y�- � �' 7� 9 1JA >:. <TJ � � �-=� 
-� 3 Y<TJ��K�ffi�$fiTo-����� ; 
-�, ��, $ffl�, 7? = o/ ? � ��� < �� 
<TJ t <TJ-c:� �r<TJ½-C<TJW�K-�-CM�tL� 
$\t'�To .:."i:£t.Jl.1tlfl.;1To 
I. �fi Q)-A'JI: f;: "? '-' '-C <T.>flfffl 
c1) t,\e,cs) *�<T)•r�,�1-±, �ti�<TJ�ffi$tl<TJ 
�:11:�Dff P-Cv'*To ffi�l;::tl� -c�� -cm,ttL 
J'i$v '�To 
c1) �� <TJtt.BJJ �;i. 1:001v-c:r � P : !13 "k 
(2) �� <TJ�tf;,li �j;l, -C:lffllv-C:r � v 'o 
A 10 ft B 20 ft C 30 ft D 40 ft E 50 ft 
F 60 ft£/.J:. G @l��*-f 
(3) ibf,t�<TJ-ffi:!Effi�ji. �lffllv�r � v 'o 
A cp !Et! B -� · @Jifit C 13 *ffi 
D ,t'<TJ{& : ( ) 
W 7;t. 9 1J�•OO-c:<TJ�����, �ffi�<TJ� 
-c:<TJM$1'£�fl J'i ? � � J;:: >I. L--c r � lt 'o 
A 6 :b � £/.P-J B 7-12 -r �  C l-2 � D 2-3 � 
E 3-4 � F 4-5 � G 5-6 � H 6-7 � I. 8 �QI. 
J:: 
(5) *�-c:<TJ�ft�.��im<TJt=rftH'i ? 
A cp �ffi B $:l(E · @Jifffi C 13 *ilt D �ffi 
E -t"<TJ@. : ( ) 
(6) fiiJa<TJ��lt�$ffl L-Mi�* L-"ft:i)\o 
A 5 il£J,""f B 6-8 �  C 9-1 1 il D 12-lHl 
E 15 aw,J:: 
(7) ibtitt�ai, �111:isito 7 ;1- 9 1J A<TJ"/i:.A 
;1�v '*TtP : J'j:l, \  l,, \ l,, \*. 
(8) NJftftf'i, � <TJ ; ,  ? 7 ;;t.f.s"ib�H1· �, fiiIA 
<TJ�ffi�-�ffi>:.ToA>:.�ffi-c:ffiL-* L-�� 
A O A  B 1-3 A C 4-6 A D 7-9 A E 10-12 A 
F 13-15 A G 16-18  A H 19  A�J:: 
n ffllf o:>�161.J 1;: MT?> trfffl 
w. r,.: J-±, 1fmH.: J: o�ist.J, ��t.Ji;::OObo-g 
Wfilb<TJ����ttlv -c:lt '*To -t' tL�tL<TJBB� � 
J: < I/flt-, sa� � tL tdrlb�; c!:n < e, \,, '<TJMiS{-c: 
ib�ttK�tJ'j:* o��� L-t, • � � t J'j:* o 
lif:l ( 4 , 3 , 2 , 1 , 0 ) f;: ;A.� l., -Cr � v 'o 
-t"tL�tL<TJfL*<TJ-�f'iW.r<TJ���J: < �M L-
-cr � Po 
4 : -t" <TJfilb J'i l� >:. Iv �'-'' "-=> "b f.U;: � -C J'i * o o 
3 : -t' <TJfiltH'iJitlSJ;J.J:: <T)l'flf �f.L J;:: � -n'i * 
'O o  
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f:.o 
1 : -t"<TJfillJJ'i.lifflSJ;J. "f <l.)l'ill-C: l.,fp� t J'±* 
E, f,t l, 'o 
0 : -t"<TJfilbf'i� t lv �8K��tJ:t* E> �  
'-' 'o 
(1 ) fLJ'i, -f 7 .,f  �- � ft�'5�J'i, �ffi�jf E> 
�\f;::is L-*To (7 ;t. 9 1JA >:. <TJ <  te.�t��ffitt 
�o ) 
d.)��<T)�� : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(2) f.LJ'i, �:itti � tt��-c:, �If �ttt E, t,:.{;:: fi 
ti L-* To (�-c:<TJtt•<TJ�i!Ptt � o ) 
NJftt�(J)�� : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(3) f.Ltt, �ffi-C:.ffi-t-, {J!v ,ft lt '  >:. .� ? � lvft 
ltiffi-t,W-lt 'ttiit"£To 
"b)f,t�<TJ�*-. : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(4) fLJ'i, �ffi�is-t�, � L-t�v '*Wi�#'*T 
o TI:Jitt ltiffi��v , *To 
�ft�<TJ .. *-. : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(5) ;f.L<TJ�ffi-f'i�� < ".) tt<TJ-C:, 7 ;t. 9 1J A-a:-v'  
E, v ' E, �-ttt l, * lt '* t" o 
ibftf�<T)�� = 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(6) f.LJ'i, �ffi-C:ffiT�, A 7 A 7 >:. ffiTtt �f;:: 
ffi < ffi-*ttx��lt''£To 
ibftt�<TJ�*-. : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
m &�, -ffi-a:-�T., A.�, -��fl<TJ � 
�IJ, �ffi >:_ ltJfij<T)-jcf,t >:_+<T)�'£ ".) �5c�f;:�tt, 
*To 
ibfttt<TJ .. *-. : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(8) fU;t, �ffi-�ti!ii"_, ft� liiJ�5cfifl;:TI: L- < 
-ftv'*To 
ibfttt<TJ�� : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(9) fLJ'i, �ffi��T�, �mtJ �%�f;:]: L- < ft 
v '*To 
d.)��<T)�� : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(to) f.Lf'i, 7 � !J 1J AiPJ±(!)imv '� � >:. ".J -c: t ,  
#'* � Q-c: � * -t 0 
�ttt�<TJ�*-. : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(1 1 )  flt±, 7 ;t. 9 11"-*:iffi<TJ{J�-<T)���, *•t.t 
L-t t J:t � Iv c!:J.l!M�� * t" o 
ibft�<TJ�*-. : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(1 2) f.Lt±, 7 ;t. Y 1JAl)tfkf;::1R1tJ:.� ts�tt1U� 
<TJlll� � � E>tL�ff{�.Ptt#'*�J.l!M-c: � *-to 
������ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(13) ,1-1-±, 7 ;1- 9 1J A<TJ�1is,.:t1mm���ft:bn 
-C t ,  -t"tL-a:-J.l!M-C:� *To (e.g., "hit a snag," 
"hand over fist.") 
ibftft<TJ .. *-. : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(14) tui, "? A ::i � -c:msm,u.t�tv'o•wH�"-=> 
v '-C' �J:!1!1¥Jftll"9""{:���m-��� *t"o 
d.)��<T)�� : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T  
4 : -t O)fflb l'± l;t � N �1., \� t f.U;: � -C ti *  o o 
3 : -{:-O)ffif.JJ'±Jif!S�J:O)Mlf�f.W: � -Cti* 
Oo 
2 : -{:-O)fflfJ:li�fLl;:�-CJ'±* o � ?  t)�t.t .. *-.1t 
f'!.o 
1 : �O)rrttH'±JitflS�rO)dJilf-e- LtP�-n'±* 
&:,tii., ,o 
O : � O)filtJJ'± l;t �  N �fll;:J'± � -C J'±* l:> �l.-\o • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • •• • • • 
(15) fLJ'±, 7 :/. 9 :b AfRJ±O)��l;:, ��I;:, * 
1t*L��-t o ::.  � ti <  .. !IJ � ibo ::. t t,1�� * 
"f"o 
�tiftO)�*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(16) fLJ'±, 7 :/. !J :b Al;:� L, -C .. § �O) Ji ? ii� &:> 
����� .. * J't� O)��� !J - �lli**"to 
�tiftO)� *-._  : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(I 7) gJ'±, �ffi-eO)��O)cfl�.. 7 /. 9 :b X{tl;: 
w�no•� .. gi ; O)� � ��mTo ::. � �lli* 
*To 
�tiftO)f;.*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(18) fLI'±, 7 /. !J :/JAO),ffl_i., ,t,qttii.,,�-g-�JC­
J;:, T � � *��-e� *"to 
�tit�O)�*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0  
(19) fLI'±, 7 /. !) jJ Ail� l:>fltk'J>tdtr�,� � ntt� .. 
? * < � *-._ � J'j: � l:, iP"f" ;: t t,� ill*� "f" o 
�tittO)r;.*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
�� &J'± .. ��O)A t �ffi-e�-t• .. � 7 Y�� 
�i., '*To 
� tift..O)f;. *-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
111 �ffi-�fl O)jj��T? � -Y ?  ""O)flffl) 
� ""ff;:J'±, �mt��ffl-t o-l;:A.1t t,lff! ; �fl� 
�:::r o/ ��.r-t7'tic,�t)�:tt/v1."'l.- '*"f"o .:tn-c1n0) 
E�� � < �h .. E� ahtt..��fl�� �O) < � 
i., ,  O)ljJ!t-e � ti ft �;: �  -C l't * o '/J �l!Jlfr L, -C .. M: t 
� -C J'±* o �!l < 4 . 3 , 2 , 1 , o > 1;:1t,� 
l., -C < r.!_ � \, 'o 
(I) fLI'±, ffi l., P�m�� � )!& l.,�ff l., -C-� l., 
*To 
�titr.. O)r;.*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
� &ti, 7 :J. 9 :/J AO)ff t.,:Ji�-'tO) * * •� t.,  
*To 
;t;;,tift..O)�*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(3) &I'±, �i§O)JC-� .. 1:1�-e� o * -e.fiiI!ft-e 
t Mf �)l& L, * -t 0 
� tiftO)�*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
� &ti .. .  ffiO)W�O) t O)�-� L-*� 
� titt O)� *-. : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(5) fLJ'±, ffi t.,i., '�!liffi-O)jl lJ a-tfikti L-*To 
�tifr..O)�*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1  - 0  
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(6) fLJ'±, �if0)1f(ffl 'UJ��* ":> tr. �i., '1i ��i., ' 
*"to 
'i)tittO)f;.*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(7) fLJ'±, �":>-Cl.-'o  $.ffi-a-ffit�t.dH.7j,�b-\t� 
� ":> -c .. i., ,?:,i., ,?:,Jl··.::> tr..�X�f'Fo .t ;  J;: L -ci.- '  
*"to 
'9)t�7'tO)f;.*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
OO SJ'± .. . ffiO)� � ���ffi�Aft.. � .. �ffi-0) 
7 �;:t-�Jlii.,,ft.. � L*"to 
�t�7't0)�*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(9) fLJ'±, �it��*-. o .t ; J;: l., * "to 
�tittO)�*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1  - 0 
(10) fLJ'±, �if:6�-ft *-. o ii l., f;:.1Jp L *"to 
'N)tift..O)# *-. : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
( 1 1 )  fLt.t, i'U� c!:: L--C�ffi0)*�-l6�,t.7j,*To 
'N)t�ft..O) .. *-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(12) fLJ'±, fL(J(]ti:/. -=r� .. -fii� .. =J:lVi ���it 
"'('•� *"to 
�t�7't0)� *-. : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(13) fLI'±, �O)X�:iJJJ � ":> t i!� .. �l;:fm C 
X��":> < � i£M VCl;'f�*"to 
'N)tift..O)f;. *-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(14) fLI'±, �ffi�fjf]i.,,ft_ � ftlvt:. tJ -to �  .. *8tP 
t��* -efflM L- .t ; t L-*To 
�tift.O)�*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1  - 0 
(1 5) fLJ'±, �110) :J. -=r��ffi"t'l& � *To 
�tift..O)�*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(16) fLJ'±, �i§�� ; � .. ft� 0)1icmr� � -Y� 
� L, \, ,�m, J;::,&t}fl L, * "t 0 
�titr..O)f;.*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1  - 0 
(I7) fLl'i, }Jl.ffiO)#'*�- lm�f;:�M VC.J!�•t 
lli l.,*"f"o 
� tittO)�*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
c1s) fL1 .. �mt a *ffi-0) rdl O)�iffi� �ffl�g � 
.Ji�,t J: ;  c L-*"to 
�t.t,7'tO)r;.*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(19) fLJ'±, i., ,�1, ,�ti�m-irntO)rJH;:, �im1a� 
ffi�g�Jt,:)ft .t ; t L-*To 
�t�ft.0)#,*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(20) &I'±, s *lltti� ��ffi-��11¥-t o ;:  t J;:ffi� 
tt-J"t'To 
� t.t.tt.. 0) .. *-. : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
c2 1) i11  .. 1, ,?:,1.,,?:,ti�m�mO)rdH;:, �iffl0).1{ 
�-Y�A�•t .t ;  c L-*"to 
� t.t,ft_ 0)# *-. : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(22) fL,'±, �ffi � i., , ; �IH'± �O) J:. ? l;::-IJ < 0)-/J� .. 
fLti � O)J:lm�� ::. ? c!:: L-£-to 
�t.t,'ft.O)�*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(23) fLt;t, 7 :/. !J 1J AO)��lil < � .. XMl�:tttsl 
"/J� ��f,$:O)�'*��ffllj L, * "t 0 
'9:,t�ft.O)�*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(24) fLJi, Jltpt,��itt-is L, "CP-5 � ,  i::(l) A'/Jt fiirt-�t.,"Cl-'ofr,, !J8;:: ; � Vi-to �ft.fc.(l)�*._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 �� ��, 7 /. Y �A����ffi(l)ffa- �(1)� 5 ,��ii-tot>,., tt• L, "(flfJ�l&-'S ? � L,'ii'"o �t�ft.(l)�*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 (26) f.Ll'i, 1ff1Hr.-0l-'"C�..-j\. ,t:.::  � � /. "TTo t:.�(l) /- 1' a-�i:>tJi.$ "ii'"o cbf�"ft:(l):g:*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 c21) fM-1 .. ffti!a%::, �ffi--effi-itoffi-¥t-� t.,* To �t�ft.(l)�*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(28) fLJi, El �(l)�ffi(l)rfflil\. 'a-.Jt-0,t"C .. rdJil " ,(l)J.lli! �-0� � � J:: ;  l:: t., °iTo ��ft.(l)�*-. : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 (29) fLl'i, �ffit-t! L,t�tJ� ; .. !fflial- 't-m � t�p ·IA ,i:,,� L, "i To 'i)f�ft(l)fJ.*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(30) �,�fi, --,��ita-tll�'"e$ oAtl�P'iTo �t�ft.(l)�*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
(3 t)  f.Mi, Y ;.  9 � A(l)�*-11�� c:1.n�tt#t­fA"'*To 'i)f�ft.(l)fJ.*-._ : 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 - 0 
flfflH��;t--r:1,,tt_�� .. *�WM ? ��" '* t, 
fto 
Note: The actual Japanese questionnaire 
was a two-page format. It had to be 
modified to the present three-page 
format so that it would fit into the 
dissertation margins. 
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Attention! 
Please make sure that you respond to this English questionnaire. Please do not respond 
directly to its translation. Refer to the translation only when you are really not sure of 
the meaning of an English statement in the English questionnaire. The translation may 
not exactly reflect the original English meaning. After you answer all items, please 
send this English questionnaire back to me. Please do not send back its translation. 
Thank you very much for your attention. 
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English Learning Survey 
I am investigating into the English language learning process of UT international students 
in my dissertation study. I am especially interested in how they internally process input to 
enhance their oral proficiency. In connection to the investigation, I have newly constructed an instrument for measuring ESL/EFL students' oral proficiency. And, I need 
to pilot test it before I actually use it in the field study. In this regard, I am looking for some people who are willing to volunteer for responding to the ins�ent as "test 
pilots." The instrument consists of 20 items. It will take you fewer than 10 minutes to respond to all items. All you have to do is to circle appropriate choices, and so there is no 
risk in the participation. You can stop responding at any time, and leave. The survey 
sheet will be stored separately from this strip, and I swear I will protect your anonymity 
no matter in what condition. The participation might give you an opportunity to think 
about a general goal for you to attain nati�b-like English oral proficiency. 
So, please do me a favor and participate in this pilot study for the sake of the 
improvement of the . instrument. 
T I have read the above information. I have received a copy of this strip. I agree to 
participate in this study. Participant signature: ______________ Date: ___ _ 
Investigator signature: _______________ Date: ___ _ 
Kiyoshi Nakanoko 
FL/ESL Education 
3500 Sutherland Ave. H201 
Knoxville, 1N 3 7919 
Phone (home): 865-946-7327 E-mail: knakanok@utk.edu 
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Dear Mr. Taro Hoshikawa: 
My name is Kiyoshi Nakanoko. I am conducting my dissertation research now. My 
research topic is language learning strategies that non-native English speakers use when 
they learn English for oral communication. My research population is UT international 
students. 
The reason that I have selected this topic for my dissertation study is that I believe that 
good English learners must be using good strategies and techniques for learning English. 
But, if so, getting to know such good strategies by research, and making them known to 
the public, would be a great help for those people who have a hard time orally 
communicating with native English speakers. If these people use the same learning 
strategies as good learners use, they might also become good English speakers. 
Enclosed in the envelope are a copy of the questionnaire, its translation, a stamped self­
addressed envelope for returning the questionnaire, and a coupon. Please answer all items 
in the questionnaire, and return it to me within a week from today. It takes fewer than 15  
minutes to answer all items. Please refer to the translation only when you are really not 
sure of the meaning of an English statement. The translation may not reflect the exact 
meanings of English statements. Please return the English questionnaire. Feel free to use 
the coupon at the Sweets Shops on the 2nd floor at the University Center. This is my small 
appreciation for your kind participation. 
I will store returned envelopes and filled-in copies of the questionnaire in separate 
cardboard boxes. I will check serial numbers on the returned envelopes, because I need to 
know to whom I need to send a second letter to further encourage participation. However, 
I will never look into the box where answers are stored, until data collection is 
completely over. Therefore, I will never be able to know the name of a participant who 
has written a particular answer. Your participation is, and will be, absolutely anonymous. 
No one can access your answer except for me. Therefore, there is no risk in the 
participation of this study. 
The summary of this research will be available on my home page 
(http://web.utk.edu/�knakanok) the moment all the dissertation procedures are completed. 
The participation is voluntary. However, answering the questionnaire might allow you to 
recognize some of the things that you need to do to be a good English speaker. So, please 
find 1 5  minutes and answer the questionnaire. Your answer will be very valuable to 
identify good language learning strategies. If you have a question, please feel free to 
contact me in e-mail or by phone. 
Thank you very much for your time. 
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Kiyoshi Nakanoko 
Doctorate Program, World Language/ESL Education 
3500 Sutherland Ave. H201 
Knoxville, TN 37919 
Phone (home): 865-946-7327 E-mail: knakanok@utk.edu 
Note: The actual cover letter was written on one page. The dissertation margins did not 
allow it to be copied on one page. 
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The Soft Drink Coupon 
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No. _______ _ 
You can exchan2e this coupon for a 20 oz. Soft Drink/Water valued at 80¢ at the Sweet Shop 
located on the 2 floor lobby facing Cumberland Ave at the University Center. This cannot be 
changed for cash for whatever reason. If you intend to purchase a soft drink of more than 80¢ 
value, you can do so by adding your own money to th is coupon. Expiration date: 4/30/04. 
)h�� 
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Mr. Taro Hoshikawa 
3500 Sutherland Avenue, ZlO l  
Knoxville, 1N 3 7919 
Dear Mr. Hoshikawa: 
My name is Kiyoshi Nakanoko. My major is English as a Second Language (ESL) 
Education. I am conducting my dissertation research now. 
I have long been interested in non-native English speakers' way( s) to learn English for 
oral communication. So, now that the time has come when I have to conduct dissertation 
research, I have decided to investigate those strategies and techniques which UT 
international students use when they try to improve English oral skills. My hunch is that 
good language learners use good learning strategies. The use of these good strategies 
must be one of the reasons that their oral English is so good. If so, getting information on 
those good strategies by research, and making it known to the public, will help those 
people who have trouble communicating with native English speakers. Many 
international students strongly desire to talk to American people, but they just refrain 
from doing it because they are not confident in their oral English skills. If those people 
use the same good learning strategies as good English learners use for improving oral 
English, they will become good English speakers, too. 
Within one week, you will receive a questionnaire that I have prepared to research UT 
international students' language learning strategies and techniques. When you receive it, 
please answer all items and return it to me by using the stamped envelope that will come 
with the questionnaire. 
Your information will be very valuable for figuring out what learning strategies and 
techniques help less successful learners improve their oral communication skills in 
English. 
Thank you very much for your attention. And, have a good Spring Break. 
Sincerely, 
Kiyoshi Nakanoko 
Doctorate Program, ESL Education 
3500 Sutherland Avenue, H201 
Knoxville, 1N 3 7919 
Phone (home): 865-946-7327 
E-mail: knakanok@utk.edu 
Home page URL: http:/ /web.utk.edu/-knakanok 
290 
APPENDIX M 
The Invitation to Research Participation for Native English Speakers 
29 1 
Invitation to Dissertation Research 
My name is Kiyoshi Nakanoko. I am conducting my dissertation research now. My 
research topic is language learning strategies that non-native English speakers use as they 
learn English for oral communication. My research population is UT international 
students. However, I need to have· about 20 native English speakers as a control group. 
They should be UT students too. It will be very helpful if you participate in this study as 
a member of native speaker control group. However, participation is completely 
voluntary. 
The reason that I have selected this topic for my dissertation study is that I believe that 
good English learners must be using good strategies and techniques for learning English. 
But, if so, getting to know these good strategies by research, and making them known to the public, may help those people who have trouble orally communicating with native 
English speakers. If these people use the same learning strategies that good learners use, they may become good English speakers, too. 
Enclosed in the envelope are one copy of the questionnaire, two copies of this invitation letter, and a coupon. If you agree to participate in this survey, please first sign one copy 
of the invitation letter, then answer the questionnaire. (Please keep another copy of the 
invitation letter for use to contact me when you have a question.) Once you have completed it, please give it back to me with the signed copy of the invitation letter. It will 
take 5 to 8 minutes to answer· all the items. Feel free to use the coupon at the Sweets Shop 
in the 2nd floor lobby at the University Center. This is my small appreciation for your participation. 
I will store signed invitation letters and answered copies of the questionnaire separately. 
Besides, I will never look into the cardboard box in which I will store answered copies, 
until the entire process of data collection is over. Therefore, I will never be able to know 
the name-of any person who has made a particular answer. Your participation is, and will be, completely anonymous. No one can access your stored answer except for me. Therefore, there is no risk in the participation in this study. 
Answering the questionnaire might allow you to recognize some of the things that you need to do if you want to be a good speaker of a foreign language. So, please participate in this study. Your answer will be very valuable for clarifying non-native English speakers' characteristic use of language learning strategies. If you have a question, please 
feel free to contact me in e-mail or by phone. 
Kiyoshi Nakanoko, World Language/ESL Education 
3500 Sutherland Ave. H201 Knoxville, TN 3 7919 
Phone (home): 865-946-7327 E-mail: knakanok@utk.edu 
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'f I have read the above information. I will keep another copy of this letter. I agree to 
participate in this study. 
Participant signature: ______________ Date: ___ _ 
Investigator signature: Date: ___ _ 
Note: The actual invitation to native speakers was an one-page document. The 
dissertation margins did not allow it to be copied on one page. 
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Attention! 
The target population of my research is UT international students. However, I need 
about 20 native speaker responses to compare with those made by non-native English 
speakers. You are participating in this survey as a member of such a native speaker 
control group. Because the questionnaire was constructed for non-native English 
speakers, some of the items are irrelevant to you. These items are crossed out in the 
questionnaire. Please do not respond to the crossed-out items. 
Thank you very much for your attention and cooperation. 
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296 
Table 01 
Correlations between the Oral Proficiency Scores and Those Strategy Items Which 
Belong to Each of the Nine Strategy Categories 
Strategy Category 
Solitary Idiom Use Sound Structural Naturalistic 
Item Practice Sensitivity Interest Exposure 
1 !1 .342••' 
2 .461 ** 
3 . 1 55 
4 . 1 99*c 
5 . 160 
6 .450**  ! .450**  
7 .354**  
8 ! .397** 
9 .407** 
IO 
1 1  
12 
13 
14 .305**  
15  .500**  
16 .436** .436** .436** 
1 7  . 1 33 
1 8  .020 
19  
20 
21  . 13 1  . 1 3 1  
22 ! . 196* 
23 .266**  .266** 
24 .012  
25 .207* .207* 
26 
27 .057 -.03 1 
28 ! .229* 
29 -.272** 
30 
3 1  .380** .380** .380** 
a. ! indicates that the item loaded most on a factor represented by the column. 
b. **  indicates that p < .01 .  
c. * indicates thatp < .05 . 
When N = 122, the PM correlation r is significant at the .05 level if r > . 1 78; it is 
significant at the .01 level if r > .232. 
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Table O 1 Continued. 
Correlations between the Oral Proficiency Scores and Those Strategy Items Which 
Belong to Each of the Nine Strategy Categories 
Item 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
Transfer 
Caution 
.020 
.198* 
! .023 
.131 
-.272**  
Strategy Category 
English for Leaming in 
Fun Company 
.270**  
! .560** 
.438** 
-.031 
.057 
.038 
Reading 
.155 
.112 
-.272** 
a ! indicates that the item loaded most on a factor represented by the column. 
b. ** indicates thatp < .01 . 
c. * indicates that p < .05. 
When N = 122, the PM correlation r is significant at the .05 level if r > . 1 18; it is 
significant at the .01 level if r > .232. 
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Table P 1 :  Multiple R 's between Oral Proficiency Scores and Other Strategy Groups with 
Factor Loadings of.300 or Less Suppressed 
Table P2: The Significance of the Multiple R 's between Oral Proficiency Scores and 
Other Strategy Groups with Factor Loadings of. 300 or Less Suppressed 
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Table Pl  
Multiple R 's between the Oral Proficiency Scores and Other Strategy Groups with Factor 
Loadings of.300 or Less Suppressed 
Strategy Groul! 
Solitary Practice 
. Sound Sensitive 
Learning in Company 
Reading 
R 
.57,8 
.5oob 
.078c 
.372d 
R Sguare 
.333 
.250 
.006 
.139 
a.  Predictors: Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 16, and 25. 
b. Predictors: Items 24, 25, 27, 28, 29, and 31. 
c. Predictors: Items 26, 27, and 30. d. Predictors: Items 3, 13, and 29. 
The dependent variable is the oral proficiency scores. 
Table P2. 
Adjusted R Std. Error of 
Sguare the Estimate 
.281 9.677 
.212 ·. 10.132 
-.019 11.518 
.117 10.723 
The Significance of the Multiple R 's between the Oral Proficiency Scores and Other 
Strategy Groups with Factor Loadings of. 300 or Less Suppressed 
Sum of Mean 
GrouE Sow-ce Squares df Sguares F Sis. 
Solitary Regression 5340.613 9 593.401 6.337 .000 Practice Residual 10675.871 114 93.648 Total 16016.484 123 Sound Regression 4005.898 6 667.650 6.504 .000 Sensitivity Residual 12010.586 117 102.655 Total 16016.484 123 
Learning Regression 98.142 3 32.714 .247 .864 
m Residual 15918.342 120 132.653 
Company Total 16016.484 123 
Regression 2218.972 3 739.657 6.433 .000 Reading Residual 13797.511 120 114.979 Total 16016.484 123 
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Table QI 
Frequency in Use of Strategies at Each of Three Oral Proficiency Levels That Showed No 
Significant Relationship with Oral Proficiency 
FrequencI 
Level oa 1 2 3 4 
3. I read an English passage until Low 0 14 12  8 4 
I can understand it. Mid 3 8 13 17 7 
High 2 4 13 9 10 
13 .  I quickly read first, and then Low 2 · . ' 4 · 1 2  1 5  5 
read more carefully. Mid 4 5 1 8  1 5  6 
Hi&!! 1 3 12 12 10 
1 7. I find the meaning of a word Low 4 1 3  8 10 3 
by dividing it into parts. Mid 4 8 1 3  1 6  7 
!!!a!! 2 8 17 8 3 
1 8. I look for similarities and Low 3 1 1  8 1 2  4 
contrasts between English and Mid 5 9 1 5  14 5 
my Ll. Filgh 6 7 1 1  8 6 
20. I try not to understand Low 2 1 3  9 1 1  3 
English based on my L l . Mid 4 9 13  14  8 
High 6 8 1 1  8 5 
· 2 1 .  I look for patterns in English. Low 1 5 16  1 3  3 
Mid 0 3 17 20 8 
High 4 3 9 18 4 
24. When someone speaks Low 0 1 5 20 12  
English, I concentrate on him. Mid 0 1 7 19  21  
High 1 0 9 17 1 1  
26. I have a notebook to record Low 19  5 9 3 2 
English expressions. Mid 16  1 2  12  5 3 
High 20 s 8 2 3 
27. I actively look for people Low 7 10 14 4 3 
who I speak English with. Mid 8 1 1  1 3  9 7 
High 10 1 13 10 4 
30. I have a regular English Low 16  12  4 3 3 
learning partner. Mid 21  1 1  10 5 1 
High l8 5 6 2 7 
a. 0 indicates that a statement is rarely true; 1 indicate� it is true less than half the time; 2 
indicates it is true half the time; 3 indicates it is true more than half the time; 4 indicates it 
is true almost always. 
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Table Rl 
The Significance of Mean Differences between Males and Females with Respect to the 
Use of Nine Strategy Groups, Revealed by one-way AN OVA 's 
Strategy Grou12 
Solitary 
Practice 
Idiom Use 
Sound 
Sensitivity 
Structural 
Interest 
Naturalistic 
Exposure 
Transfer 
Caution 
English for Fun 
Gregarious 
Leaming 
Reading 
Gender N 
Male 66 
Female 56 
Male 66 
Female 56 
Male 66 
Female 56 
Male 66 
Female 56 
Male 66 
Female 56 
Male 66 
Female 56 
Male 66 
Female 56 
Male 66 
Female 56 
Male 66 
Female 56 
Std. 
Mean Deviation 
22.52 5.760 
23.38 6. 10 1  
1 5. 14 3.914 
15 .45 4. 147 
15.2 1 3.768 
15.84 4. 177 
12.44 3 .730 
12. 14 3.408 
16.77 2.9 13  
16.98 3.256 
1 1 .59 3.323 
1 0.29 3 .994 
6.84 2.641 
7.36 2.423 
3.91 2.902 
4.4 1 2.788 
7.00 2.424 
6.55 2.522 
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Std. F 
Error Statistic Sig. 
.709 F1, 120 = .426 
.8 15  .639 
.482 F1. 120 = .672 
.554 . 1 80 
.464 F1, 120 = .385 
.558 .760 
.459 F1, 120 = .650 
.455 .207 
.359 F1, 120 = .708 
.435 .141 
.409 F1, 120 = .052 
.534 3.840 
.325 F1, 120 = .262 
.324 1 .270 
.357 F1, 120 = .335 
.373 .938 
.298 F1. 120 = .322 
.337 .990 
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